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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Tr 1s ExpecteD that the Select Committee on the Land Transfer 
Bill will meet fcr the consideration of the Bill on Monday next. 





Tur Errorts of the Council of the Incorporated Law Society and 
of solicitors who, like our correspondent Mr. Fraser, have brought 
their influence to bear on their Parliamentary representatives, have 
obtained important modifications in the provisions of the Customs 
and Inland Revenue Bill relating to stamping deeds, on which we 
commented last week. The 16th clause has been altered to the 
extent of providing that unless deeds are written on stamped 
material they must be stamped within 30 days after the first 
execution. In the Bill, as brought in, the time was 14 days, but 
as a compromise between that period and the existing period of 
two months, suggested by the Incorporated Law Society, Mr. H. H. 
Fowzer proposed 30 days, which was accepted by the Government. 
With regard to the time within which deeds must be stamped 
rinning from the date of first execution, upon which the Govern- 
ment refused to give way, we have reason to believe that the 
authorities at Somerset House will follow the practice which now 
prevails, of treating the date on the deed as being primd facie 
evidence of the date of first execution, unless the deed bears 
on the face of it some evidence to the contrary. At present the 
regulation of the commissioners under section 15, sub-section 2 (b), 
_ of the Stamp Act, 1870, allows an executed instrument to be 
stamped, as a general rule, on payment of the duty only, at any 
time ‘‘ within two calendar months after its first execution,” the 
words in italics occurring in section 15, sub-section 2(b). As 
we intimated last week, the personal penalties proposed to be 
imposed by clause 16 are in addition to, and not in substitution for, 
the existing penalties for the non-stamping of deeds. By an 
amendment introduced in committee, these penalties were cast on the 
solicitor who prepares the deed, but we understand that, in conse- 
— of a deputation from the Incorporated Law Society to the 

hancellor of the Exchequer on Wednesday, solicitors will be 
relieved from them, and that they will be thrown on the persons 
who ought to stamp the deeds. It was manifestly absurd to 
impose the penalty on the solicitors, as in some cases the deeds are 
taken away from them to be executed, and are not returned. And, 
as we pointed out last week, it would be manifestly unjust to 
impose an all-round penalty on everyone who executes a deed. In 
ordinary cases it should be thrown on the person receiving the 
benefit of the instrument, and we are glad to find that an amend- 
ment to this effect will be introduced into the Bill. We be- 
lieve that the Chancellor of the Exchequer does not mind 
on whom the penalty falls, so long as some responsible person 
is made liable in case of non-stamping. There was no in- 
dication in the reports of the proceedings in committee on 
the Bill on Monday and Tuesday of any disposition on the part 
of the Government to modify clause 17, relating to the ordinary 
condition of sale precluding objection on the ground of non- 
stamping, or insufficient stamping, of deeds, in the manner sug- 
gested by us lest-week—viz.; by confining its “to deeds 
executed after the passing of ube Act. We are very glad to learn 


bry | permitted to add that the Council of the Incorpo 
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on excellent authority, however, that an amendment will be 
introduced by the Government carrying out this alteration. We 
think that the changes which are thus assented to will remedy the 
worst features of the original proposals, and we may, perhaps, be 

rated. Law Society 
deserve the hearty thanks of the profession for their vigorous and 
effiective action in the matter. 





# Tue Szxecr Commirrer nominated to consider the Land Transfer 
Bill contains seven lawyers, instead of four only, as seems to have 
been originally intended, in addition to ten lay peers. It is to 
be hoped that Mr. C. T. Saunpens’ letter to the Times will 
induce the Lord Chancellor to reconsider his decision on the more 
important matter—viz., as to the taking of evidence by the 
Committee. Mr. Saunpers says that if this is still re- 
fused, the Bill, “in its present compulsory form, will, in the 
interests of our clients, be opposed by all the influence which we 
can command.” The point we have always urged is that this 
course ought to have been taken in the first instance, and we think 
that the mistake of tactics committed at the recent conference is 
now generally understood. One evidence of this appears to be 
the issue by the Council of the Incorporated Law Society 
of a memorandum by Mr. N. T. Lawrence on the proposal 
to make registration of title compulsory. The writer adopts by 
far the most effective line of opposition to compulsory registra- 
tion, and has constructed an admirably neat and terse argument. 
Starting with the statement that compulsory registration of title, 
though opposed to the interest of all landowners, is especially 
obnoxious to the class at each end of the scale of landowners—viz., 
the landed proprietor who desires neither to sell, nor to buy, nor 
to mortgage, but simply to hand down the family estate to his 
successors ; and the dealer in, and owner of, small plots, to whom 
it is essential that he should be able to sell or mortgage with the 
utmost promptitude, and at little cost—he proceeds to discuss 
in sufficient detail (though not so minutely as we recently 
attempted to do) the items of expense likely to attend first 
registration with a possessory title. As to these he concludes that 
‘the expenses, which must be paid by the landowner, will com- 
prise a percentage on the value and fees for making copies for the 
registry of the schedules and maps, to be paid to the registry ; the 
charges of the land agent or surveyor; and the charges of the 
solicitor. The work to be done by the land agent or surveyor in 
putting an estate on the register is similar to that which is neces- 
sary in putting up an estate for sale by auction, and is not likely 
to be less expensive.”” He then considers the effect of this on the 
two classes first mentioned. The landowner who does not want to 
sell or mortgage will, of course, derive no advantage, and will be 
injured in at least two respecte—(1) by the risk of losing his land 
if the registrar by mistake transfers any part of it to another 
person; and (2) by the cost attending the registration of each 
successor on every devolution of ownersbip. The dealer in small 
plots of land, on the other hand, will be seriously hampered by 
the cost attending registration. Mr. Lawrence says that the 
result of inquiries made throughout the country is that the pro- 
portion of transactions in which the consideration money does not 
exceed £300 is “nowhere less than one-half, and, in some parts 
of the country, as much as four-fifths, of the total conveyancing 
business of the district.” The pamphlet ought to be in the 
hands of every solicitor, and, if the Land Transfer Bill ever 
reaches the House of Commons, ought to be sent to every mem- 
ber of Parliament. Our only regret is that it was not adopted 
by the Council and issued as their united manifesto. As this has 
not been done, it is fortunate that the author’s name is appended, 
for most people will consider that no better or less-prejudiced 
individual testimony as.to the effect of the Bill can be had than 
that of the conveyancing reformer whose presidential address in 
1879 foreshadowed, and probably actually first suggested, the lead- 
ing provisions of the Conveyancing Act and Settled Land Act. 





A sowewuar singular case relating to solicitor’s costs, which was 
discussed for several days before Mr. Justice Srrmuuxe, has been de- 
cided this week, and it goes far to settle the law in favour of solici- 
tors in the direction indicated by Barnes v. Addy (22 W. R. 505, 9 
Ch. 244). In this latter case a sole surviving trustee appointed 
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another person sole trustee of half the fund, and transferred the 
property to him. The new trustee promptly realized and mis- 
appropriated it, and then became bankrupt. The action was brought 
to make the solicitors of either party liable for the loss, but it 
failed, on the ground that they had not received, or become charge- 
able with, the trust property, nor had they assisted in the affair 
with knowledge of a fraudulent design on the part of the trustees. 
It was held that so long as the trustee was acting within his legal 
rights the solicitor incurred no responsibility, and could not be 
made a constructive trustee by reason merely of his assisting in a 
transaction of which equity would disapprove, and which he had 
himself expressly disadvised. It is to be noticed, too, that part of 
the trust fund was used to pay the solicitor’s costs of a previous 
suit, and this payment was expressly allowed to be good. In the 
present case of Blundell v. Blundell the breach of trust complained 
of was somewhat different, a trustee having purchased for himself 
by means of a nominee trust property which he was selling by 
auction. This was done against the express advice of his solicitors, 
but subsequently to this breach of trust, and after they knew of 
it, they received large sums from the trust estate in payment of 
costs. It was to make them refund these that the action was 
brought. Upen this state of facts, and following Barnes v. Addy, 
Mr. Justice Srintine held that the mere fact that the solicitors 
knew of a breach of trust did not make them constructive trustees 
or liable to account for the costs they had received. The sole 
question was whether the trustee had still a right to resort to the 
trust estate to raise the costs. If his breach of trust were 
such that he no longer possessed this right, and if the solicitors 
knew of it, they would then be bound to refund the money ; but 
it was otherwise, if his right to resort to the trust estate still re- 
mained. This principle introduces a new point of doubt, and 
one which it does not seem easy to decide. When is a breach of 
trust s0 grave that a trustee is no longer entitled to resort to the 
trust estate for payment of costs? If by the breach he has lost 
any part of the estate which he cannot replace, this would seem 
to be a case in point, for he would then be further diminishing it 
to —— which he is himself in the first instance liable. 
But here we are looking at the result of the breach of trust 
rather than at its nature. Perhaps the next case will throw 
light upon the point, but meanwhile we may congratulate our- 
—— solicitors still have some consideration extended to 
them. 





A pornt, which so far as we know is new, relating to the 
much-discussed subject of shorthand notes of evidence, was 
decided by Court of Appeal No. 2 last week in Ellington v. 
Clark, Bunnett, § Co. (reported elsewhere). In that case no 
notes of the evidence had been taken by a professional shorthand 
writer, but shorthand notes had been taken by clerks of the 
solicitors of one of the parties, and these notes were referred to 
on the hearing of the appeal. The court intimated that it must 
be understood that in future they would not allow shorthand notes 
of evidence taken by a clerk to the solicitor of one of the parties 
to be made use of. The clerk, they thought, might be uncon- 
sciously biassed by his wish that the evidence should turn out 
favourably for the party for whom he was acting. There can be 
no doubt that one main reason of the value of shorthand notes is 
that they are taken by an independent person, and as the court 
never resorts to the notes taken by the junior counsel on one 
side, on the ground that there may be a bias, it was not very likely 
that they would accept the notes of a clerk of one of the 
solicitors. Inthe same case the practice seems to have been laid 
down as to the mode of obtaining judges’ notes of evidence in 
the Chancery Division for use in the Court of Appeal. It was 
pointed out in Alt v. Norman (24 Soxicitors’ Jovrnat, 8) that 
there had been a difference in the practice of the Queen’s Bench 
and Chancery Divisions in this respect: in the latter it had been 
the practice for the parties to obtain copies of the judges’ notes 
from his clerk, whereas it appeared from Dann v. Simmins 
W. N., 1879, p. 178) and Swann v. Barber (Jb. 171) that in the 

meen’s Bench Division the actual notes of the judge were 
produced; that the application must be made through a judge 
of the Court of Appeal, and that it was irregular merely to bespeak 
them from his clerk. In Ellington v. Clark, Bunnett, 4 Oo. the 
court laid it down that it is the duty of the appellant in the 
Chancery Division to request the clerk of one of the judges of the 





Court of Appeal to ask the clerk of the judge of the court below to 
supply a copy of the judge’s notes. The reason for this was ex- 
plained by the court as being that, “it was often difficult for any. 
one but the judge himself to read the original notes.” From 
which it would appear that the learned judges of the Chancery 
Division write illegibly, and as the appeal in the case in question 
was from Mr. Justice Kay, it may be presumed that the Court of 
Appeal regarded with special dread the prospect of having to peruse 
the original notes of that judge. No doubt powerful emotion, 
such as results from the agonizing duty of passing sentence on 
a solicitor without hearing him, under the solicitor-baiting rule, 
has a tendency to disturb a judge’s caligraphy. Another reason 
for the rule may be that, as, since Vice-Chancellor Bacow left the 
bench, there have been no illustrative sketches appended to 
judges’ notes in the Chancery Division, the Lords Justices consider 
that there is nothing now to compensate them for the labour of 
deciphering the judge’s pot-hooxs. 





Ir appears to us, if we may be permitted to say so, that on 
both of the subjects which formed the staple of discussion at last 
week’s meeting of the Incorporated Law Society, the decision 
arrived at was eminently sensible and satisfactory. Mr. Turner's 
case was most properly brought up for consideration, and we 
think that both the proposal and acceptance of the amendment, 
which left the matter to the council for consideration and report, 
showed excellent judgment. No one can accuse us of indis- 
criminate admiration of all the proceedings of the council, but we 
believe that, when once put in motion, they can be thoroughly 
trusted to see that justice is done to solicitors; and we may add 
that nothing is more likely to strengthen their hold upon the 
country branch of the profession than the more general know- 
ledge of this characteristic. It is too often the case, how- 
ever, that solicitors who are censured by judges, or 
otherwise wronged, fail to report the matter to the council. 
It should be always remembered that an application is neces- 

to set the council in motion. You drop in your petition, and 
then the machine begins to work. Whether this automatic-box 
principle should be rigidly adhered to, we are not concerned to 
discuss at present; it undoubtedly has its advantages. The 
council has something definite to work upon, and has the oppor- 
tunity of arriving at the real facts of each case. Upon the 
question of ‘‘fusion,” the amendment accepted by Mr. Watrer 
and Mr. Knrser—following, as it does, the line we ventured to 
indicate in our first article on the Solicitor-General’s speech— 
when we said that in the direction of rendering easy the transition 
from one branch of the profession to the other, there might be 
found an answer to some of the weightest arguments of the 
speaker—naturally commends itself to our judgment. It is to 
the interest alike of the public and of the two branches of the 
profession that men should be at liberty to pass to whichever 
branch best suits their abilities and temperament, and this the 
resolution adopted by the society would secure. 





Tae Sranpixe Commitrez on Law, at their second sitting last 
week, reached clause 116 of the County Courts Consolidation Bill, 
thus nearly completing Part IV. An attempt was made to intro- 
duce a clause extending the ordinary jurisdiction of the courts to 
£150, but it was defeated by a narrow majority. An amendment 
was, however, made in clause 56, which will have the effect of 
enabling the county court to entertain actions ‘‘in which the 
validity of any devise, bequest, or limitation under any will or 
settlement may be disputed,” and also actions for malicious prose- 
cution ; and the equity jurisdiction was extended to “ actions for 
relief against fraud or mistake in which the damage sustained or 
the estate or fund in respect of which the relief is sought shall not 
exceed in amount or value the sum of £500.” The other im- 
portant alterations were these. To clause 72 there were added the 
words :—‘‘ The right of a solicitor to address the court shall not be 
excluded by reason only that he is in the permanent and exclusive 
employment of any other solicitor.” And to clause 92, which 
enables the registrar, where a defendant appears and admits the 
claim, by leave of the judge, &c., to settle the terms and conditions 
of payment and enter up judgment accordingly, the following 
words were added :—‘‘ Subject to rules and orders under this 
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Act, a registrar may, on the application of the parties and by leave 
of the judge, hear and determine any disputed claim where the 
sum claimed or amount involved does not exceed £2. The judge 
may, after deciding or reserving any question of liability, refer to 
the registrar any mere matter of account which is in dispute 
between the parties, and after deciding the question of liability 
may give judgment on the registrar’s report.” 





A proposal, which is understood to be under consideration, to 
transfer from the Chancery Division to the Bankruptcy Judge all 
winding-up orders now pending, and also all jurisdiction for 
winding up companies under the Acts of 1862 and 1867, has 
aroused a desire on the part of a member of the House of Commons 
for a return of the number of winding-up orders made since 1862, 
and of the number now pending. Such a return can with great 
facility be extracted from the annual judicial statistics, and affords 
very instructive information as to the amount of business the 
winding up of companies provides for the several chief clerks of 
the judges of the Chancery Division. In the year 1862 we find 
that 9 petitions for winding up under the Act of that date were 
presented to the court. During the succeeding years the numbers 
gradually increased, numbering 39, 35, and 65 in the next three 
years, and in the fifth year rising to 161. Ever since then the 
number of petitions presented under the Companies Acts has been 
represented by three places of figures, the highest number being 
$15 in 1883, and finishing with 221 in 1886, the last return 
published. The whole number of these petitions during the 
twenty-five years was 3,952. As regards the number of the 
orders made on these petitions which directed a winding up and 
which were carried into chambers, the returns for the first five 
years of the period under review are silent; but during the last 
twenty years of the period the winding-up orders carried into 
chambers numbered 2,187, and at the date of the last return no 
fewer than 1,193 windings up were still pending. Deducting 
these 1,193 pending cases from the total of 2,187 orders carried in, 
we have a balance of 994, which, owing to the imperfection of the 
returns, only approximately represents the number of estates cf 
companies completely wound up and closed during twenty-five 
years. The 1,193 cases still pending represent, it may be con- 
jectured, more than sufficient business to occupy the time of the 
present Bankruptcy staff. 





Tue Court or Appeat, after lengthened consideration, have, by 
a majority, reversed the decision of the Divisional Court in Col- 
quhoun v. Brooks (36 W. R. 332), on which we recently com- 
mented, and have held that income tax is not payable on profits of 
a business carried on in a colony standing to the credit of a partner 
resident in this country in the books of the business, but not re- 
ceived by him. It was not denied by Lord Esner that the words 
of the Acts were large enough to include the profits in question, 
but he considered that the result of holding that they did include 
profits coming under such circumstances to foreigners resident in 
this country would be ‘‘a tyrannical construction,” and “it could 
not be supposed that Parliament, by reason of using general words, 
attempted to do what would be an outrage upon the law and 
comity of nations.” We think that Lord Justice Fry very aptly 
described this as ‘‘ an argument, not for a judge, but for a legis- 
lator,” and, for the reasons we exp in our previous observa- 
tions, we retain our opinion that the judgment of Mr. Justice 
Srerzen in the court below was right. Our view may be old- 
fashioned, but we have always considered that the duty of the 
courts is to construe an enactment, not to decide whether it is or 
is not “ tyrannical” or ‘‘ outrageous.” 








On Monday last, on the motion of the Lord Chancellor, the fi 
noble lords were nominated to form the Select Committee on the 
er Bill:—The Lord Chancellor, Earl Stanh 

town, the Earl of Morley, Earl Beauchamp, the 
Earl of Feversham, the Karl of Northbrook, the Earl of Selborne, 


Arundell of Wardour, Lord Watson, Lord Hobhouse, Lord 


THE LICENSED VICTUALLER’S “VESTED 
INTEREST.” 


In considered and elaborate’ jddgments, Field and Wills, JJ., 
have emphatically and unkesitatingly pronounced against the 
existence of that vested interest in his licence which the Solicitor- 
General claimed for the licensed victualler, as derivable from the 
licensing statutes ‘taken together and properly read,” in his 
speech on the second reading of the Local Government Bill. 
Sharp v. Wakefield, in which these judgments were delivered, 
came before the court upon a case stated by the Quarter Sessions of 
Westmoreland upon an appeal, under section 27 of the Licensing 
Act of 1828 (9 Geo. 4, c. 61), from a refusal to renew a pub- 
lican’s licence at Kentmere in Westmoreland, the case having been 
stated upon the question whether the refusal to renew was justifi- 
able upon the sole grounds of the remoteness of the house from 
police supervision, and of the absence of evidence that the neces- 
sities of the neighbourhood required the licence to be continued. 
We will not repeat our statement of the law (ante, p. 396) at the 
time of drawing attention to the very bold statements of the 
Solicitor-General, but, in addition to the numerous enactments then 
cited, we must now direct attention to the 9th section of the 
Licensing Act, 1828, whereby “‘ when any question touching the 
granting, withholding, or ing any licence, or the fitness of 
the person applying for such licence, or of the house intended 
to be kept by such person, shall arise, such question shall be 
determined by the majority of the justices,” &c., which, as 
the court pointed out, shews conclusively that the discretion 
of the justices is not limited to an inquiry into the character 
of the applicant or his house —thus ing another to the 
plethora of reasons against the vested interest contended for. 
Neither will we refer to the mass of authorities cited by the 
court, as they bear too indirectly upon the question to justify 
the prolonged examination which they would require. The 
conclusion of Mr. Justice Field that ‘‘he saw no reason, either 
upon the old statutes or the new statutes, or upon the old cases 
or the new cases, to throw the smallest doubt upon the proposition 
that in granting a licence” [to a public-house|, ‘“‘ whether a new 
one or by way of renewal, the justices have absolute discretion,” 
is one which we fully anticipated and agree with, and we will 
add that until the Solicitor-General’s declaration we had always 
believed that this was the universal opinion of the profession, 
though we think we are also correct in saying—so far as the 
assertion of so broad a negative proposition may be made—that for 
the last fifty years at least not a single renewal has been refused, 
except on the ground of misconduct alone. 
Whether, however, the judgment in Sharp v. Wakefield 
will, to use the language of Mr. Justice Byles in a well-known 
case, ‘for ever exorcise and lay a ghost of a doubt which 
ought never to bave arisen,” or whether the disclosure of some 
weak point in the judgment, such as the curious inability of 
the court to find a meaning for the expression ‘‘ special cause 
personal to the licensed person” (see section 26 of the Licensing 
Act of 1874), or the supposed unbroken exercise of magis- 
terial discretion in one direction, may move a court of appeal to 
look more favourably upon the case for the publicans, is more than 
we can say. Unless and until reversed, the judgment is clear and 
certain enough to justify licensing authorities, after hearing each ap- 
plicant (see Reg. v. Walsall Justices, 3 C. L. R. 100) in refusing to 
renew the licence of every hotel, inn, alehouse, or public-house in 
the country, be it ever so well conducted, without any reasons 
assigned, and without (unless the licensing clauses of the Local 
Government Bill should pass) one penny of compensation. 


One of the gro upon which the refusal in Sharp v. 
Wakefield —that is, the remoteness of the inn proposed 
to be licensed from public, supervision—gave an opportunity to the 


court to limit the judgment to this or some other police d, 
and the absence of any such limit or qualification in the jolgnees 
is very significant. It is, we think, law that the licensing autho- 
rities may, in refusing to renew, proceed upon teetotal grounds. 
But there is as yet no judicial opinion, one way or the 
other, that they may or may not proceed entirely on such 
grounds. the decisions, so far as there are any, shew is, 
that the grounds on which a refusal proceeds need not be stated, 
and cannot be impugned unless they can be proved to be 





Herschell, and Lord Thring. On Tuesday, on the motion of the Earl of 
tore, Lord Thurlow an add 


Lord Henniker were added to the Committee. 





arbitrary, partial, or corrupt. See per Lord Mansfield, C.J., in 
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R. v. Young (1 Burr. 556), referred to by Mr. Justice Field as 
having decided the point raised in Sharp v. Wakefield so far back 
as 1758. In that case it was no doubt said that justices ought to 
give their reasons for refusing a licence; but there is no doubt 
also that, except in cases arising out of the Wine and Beerhouse 
Act, 1869 (which has nothing to do with publicans’ licences under 
* Act of 1828), there is no legal process for compelling them to 
0 80. 








LEASEHOLD ENFRANCHISEMENT. 


Evipence taken before Committees of the Houses of Parliament, 
and forthwith published in Blue-books of portentous size, is 
almost always interesting and almost always inaccessible. Not 
that the Blue-books are either costly or difficult to procure, but 
that time fails to wade through the vast mass of details without 
order and without index. On all subjects it is well to get at the 
facts ot the case, and leasehold enfranchisement is no exception to 
the rule. The supply of houses for the community is a matter of 
no small difficulty, and the actual circumstances of the present 
system ought to be well understood before a hasty opinion in 
favour of change is formed upon the strength of particular cases of 
hardship or injustice. These actual circumstances seem to be 
very fairly presented in a book recently published,* being chiefly 
taken from the evidence described on the title-page. It is, how- 
ever, by no means merely a digest; it is also—and this is its main 
purpose—a statement and a defence of the leasehold system. This, 
of course, means that it is to be read critically, but so carefully 
are the facts arranged, so temperate is the argument, and so well 
reasoned are the conclusions, that the opponents of the system must 
speedily prepare as powerful an exposition of their side of the 
question, or judgment will go against them by default. We pro- 
pose here to indicate briefly the course adopted in the book, 
though it is one which everyone interested in the matter ought by 
all means to read for himself. 

_ The first authoritative attack on the leasehold system was made 
in the supplemental report of the Royal Commission on the Housing 
ef the Working-Classes which sat in 1884. This report, which 
was mycph | a portion only of the commissioners, condemned the 
system of building on leasehold land as ‘“‘a great cause of the many 
evils connected with overcrowding, unsanitary buildings, and 
excessive rents”; and the commissioners who signed it were 
farther of opinion that “the prevailing system of building leases 
is conducive to bad building, to deterioration of property towards 
the close of the lease, and to a want of interest on the part of the 
occupier in the house he inhabits.” Upon this it is remarked (p. 
78), and with . Fee truth, that, while the commission examined 
into the state of a number of houses, they did not attempt to 
ascertain upon what tenure they were held. But more recently a 
portion of the property in Southwark to which the principal report 
vefers has been dealt with by the Metropolitan Board of Works, and for 
this purpose it was necessary to ascertain the tenure of the houses 
comprised in it. It was found that, of forty-one houses included 
in the scheme (Tabard-street Scheme, No. 21), and which were 
considered by the board to be insanitary, thirty-six were freehold 
and only five leasehold! Encouraged by facts such as this, the 
author of the book boldly carries the war into the enemy’s country, 
and, besides denying the objections which are usually urged against 
the leasehold system, he maintains that it is both just and equit- 
able to all parties concerned ; that it improves the supply of houses 
both in number and in quality ; and that it has special advantages 
of its own in securing the proper laying out of estates and building 
of towns. 

It must not be supposed that the leasehold system, by which is 
usually meant terms of ninety-nine years and less, is the most 
prevalent in the ** Generally speaking, the freehold 
purchase system is by far the most common, and, with some 
notable exceptions, is almost universal in the Northern, Midland, 
and Eastern counties. It is in the Metropolis that the leasehold 
system is the rule, though many towns of modern growth seem to 
bear witness to its value, such as Birmingham, Southport, and 
Bournemouth. Probably, however, the advocates of leasehold 
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enfranchisement have London chiefly in view. In defending, 
therefore, the system there prevailing, it becomes necessary to 
consider the objections brought against it, and these may be briefly 
stated as follows (p. 85):—It fosters bad building ; it keeps 
houses dilapidated towards the close of the lease; it raises rents ; 
it involves the confiscation of the house at the end of the term ; it 
leads to covenants of a vexatious and harassing nature; it is not 
the result of free contract; and it discourages thrift in the 
working-classes. The method employed to meet these objections 
is not so much a categorical refutation of each in turn as a general 
survey of the system against which they are brought. In three 
successive chapters the book deals with the equity of the ninety- 
nine-years system, with the houses supplied by it, and with its 
special advantages. A brief survey of these will sufficiently 
indicate the answers which it is thought can be given to the above 
objections. 

In order to understand the justice of the system it is necessary 
to enumerate the persons who are affected by it. In ordinary 
cases there are four, the freeholder, the builder, the purchaser of 
the house (who for convenience is here called the building owner), 
and the occupier. As to the first it may be remarked that he has 
by no means a monopoly of the land, and cannot force his own 
terms on the public. In particular cases, of course, it may be 
possible for one large landowner to decline to alienate his land, 
except in his own way, but, in general, in all large towns, there 
are several landowners competing to attract building to their 
estates, and this is far too valuable for them to do anything that 
would drive away intending builders. That this is the case in 
London the evidence abundantly shews. Not only is there always 
plenty of freehold land in the market, but on the leasehold estates, 
such as the Portland Marylebone estate, and those of the Dukes of 
Norfolk and Bedford (p. 105), it is necessary to fix the terms 
and improve the houses so as to attract tenants. The means of 
transit in London are too easily available for landowners to enjoy 
anywhere a monopoly. Moreover, with regard to the justice of 
the freeholder taking the building at the end of the term, it 
appears that leasehold rents are considerably less than freehold 
rent-charges, and this because the landlord on the one hand will 
take less, and the builder, on the other, will offer less, on account 
of the existence of the reversion. Thus one witness, speaking as 
to Southport, where the ninety-nine-years system and the free- 
hold chief-rent system are in operation side by side, says that each 
leasehold site is about double the size of each freehold site, and is 
charged with only about half as much rent. In such cases it seems 
the lessors receive less than the land is worth by way of rent upon 
condition of receiving a deferred payment in the shape of buildings 
at the end of the term (p. 111). Such deferred payment, however, 
is often only taken in the shape of increased ground-rents when 
new building leases are granted, as it usually happens on the 
termination of long leases that the houses have to be rebuilt in 
accordance with modern requirements. 

As to the builders, again, it seems quite clear that the system 
works to their advantage. They are saved from the necessity of 
finding capital for the purchase of the land, and it is this which 
enables the smaller men to carry on their business. Of the class 
of houses they build we shall speak shortly, but it is to be noticed 
that the question with them concerns simply the production of 
houses for sale. They have to bargain on the one side with the 
freeholder, and on the other with the purchaser of the house, and 
it 1s pretty certain that the leasehold system assists them in this, 
and enables them to get back their outlay with a profit. The 
building itself often changes hands in the course of the ninety- 

ears, and as each new owner carefully calculates his price accord- 
ing to fixed tables based on the terminable nature of the property, 
it is clear that no injustice is done to him when the end of the 
lease comes. Interesting examples of this are quoted on pp. 122 
—125 of the book before us, but they are too long to be detailed 
here. There is certainly no doubt, judging from the evidence, 
that in all ordinary cases of the supply of houses the freeholder, 
the builder, and the building owner thoroughly understand the 
leasehold system, and make their agreements so as each in his sphere 
to profit by it. The frecholder takes a smaller present inoome for 
the sake of future gain; the building owner looks for high profits 
on his investment ; and the builder acts like any other manufae- 
turer, building houses and selling them at a profit. 





\ Lastly, then, we come to the occupier, and we have to consider 
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whether, while the rest of the people concerned are living hand- 
somely on their gains, he has to put up with a badly built, un- 
healthy house, for which he is compelled to pay an exorbitant 
rent. Upon these points the evidence collected in the digest is 


other side it is difficult to see. how a compulsory change in the 
system would improve the occupier’s position. As we have just 


seen, the plan of hiring land for building, instead of buying it, 


REVIEWS. 
AGREEMENTS, 


very clear, and until equally clear evidence is produced on the | PRACTICAL ForMs OF AGREEMENTS. By H. Moore, Esq. Szconp 


Epirion. Revised and Edited by T. Lampert Mzars, LL.D., 
M.A., Barrister-at-Law. William Clowes & Sons (Limited), 
In reviewing the first edition of this work we found it n 

to call attention to several defects which seemed likely to interfere 


facilitates the builder’s operations, and so increases the supply of | *°. °*. ; t} : 
houses and tends to keep down rents; while, as long as houses Sows te tee tan Be = ae ry oy pO * 


built on the freehold system are standing side by side with the | second edition a new editor has been bro 


other, it is impossible to exact a higher rent from the occupier on 
the ground of tenure. Moreover, as to quality, it is strongly 
denied (p. 144) that a builder puts up inferior houses on the lease- 
hold system, and perhaps the best answer to this is to point to 
towns which have been constructed on that system, such as those 
above mentioned, and to the fact that the most famous builders of 
the day—such as Cubitt, Seth Smith, and Freake—have con- 
structed the principal squares and thoroughfares of the West End 
on the same system. The fact is that jerry-building is as likely to 
occur on the freehold as on the leasehold system, while in the 
latter there is the additional safeguard of the freeholder’s over- 
sight. It is for his interest chiefly that the buildings should be 
substantial, and this is a matter that in practice he seems to attend 
to (p. 145). But if the leasehold system in the first place pro- 
duces houses not worse than the freehold, it is maintained that 
‘subsequently it is more efficacious in keeping them in repair. The 
building owner is, indeed, under direct covenants to do this, and 
these the freeholder is careful to enforce, while under the free- 
hold system the owner has no one to exercise this super- 
vision over him, and, if he is impecunious, he will put 
off the repairs as long as he can. oreover, if he is sur- 
rounded by other owners equally neglectful, he has little en- 
couragement to spend money upon a house that is to be sur- 
rounded by squalor. An instructive example of all this is 
furnished by the evidence of Mr. Bourne, steward and solicitor to 
the Duke of Bedford, with regard to Bedford-street, built under 
the leasehold system, and Bedfordbury, where the plots were 
granted out on fee-farm rents(p. 155). The downward career of 
the latter place, where every freeholder was his own master, is 
strikingly traced until the Metropolitan Board had to step in, 
under Sir R. Cross’s Act, and, making a clean sweep of the place, 
granted it afresh to the Peabody trustees. We might quote 
further details to shew how the leasehold system not only favours 
the maintenance of houses, but also facilitates their renewal at the 
end of the lease, but space forbids. It is enough to point out that 
a feeholder, who also owns the buildings, has to suffer the loss of 
his rack-rent when they come to be pulled down; while a lessor, 
who has just come into his reversion, may well be satisfied with 
the increased ground-rents he can get upon letting out the sites for 
rebuilding. Numerous examples of the improvements thus 
effected by lessors are given on pp. 157—163. We must also be 
content with simply referring to the advantages which the lease- 
hold system offers in the original uniform laying out of estates, 
and the facility with which their character can be maintained by 
means of covenants. 

As we said at the beginning, the book is avowedly written ex 
arte, but if this is not the side of the question on which truth 
les, its opponents ought speedily to be in the field with an equally 
skilful refutation. It is something to state one’s case and mar- 
shal the evidence. 








It is stated that the President has nominated Mr. Melville Weston 
Fuller, of Illinois, as Chief Justice of the Supreme Court of the United 
States. Mr. Fuller, who is a prominent lawyer of Chicago, has been an 
active Democratic politician. He was born in Maine, is fifty-five 
years, and isa graduate of Bowdoin having been the same 
at age 3 Minister Phelps. [As Ohief Justice Waite died on the 23rd of 

ar ’ 
filling up high judicial posts than we are here. } 

The following gentlemen will retire by rotation from the Bar Committee 
on the 9th of June next, viz. :—Sir Horace Davey, Q.0., Mr. R. B. a 
Q0., M.P., Mr. R. A. Bayford, QO, Mr. Pitt-Lewis, 6.0, M.P., Mr. 

B. Buckley, Q.C , Mr. W. O. Renshaw, Q.C., Mr. E. W. 
and Messrs. H. F.’ Boyd, G. Farwell, Ohadwyck-Healey, Howell Jeffreys, 
Ingle Joyce, W. W. Knox, E L. Levett, D. Sturges, and E. P. 
Wolstenholme. Tite annual election of members to fill the above 


tin. From this, or some 
other cause, we are glad to see that se of the most conspicuous 
blunders to which we referred have been rectified. Thus a vendor is 
no longer made to a as ‘‘ beneficial owner,” and a solicitor is no 
longer described as a ‘‘ solicitor of her Majesty’s Courts of Law and 
— and the High Court of Justice.” Some slight on of the 
undant verbiage has likewise been struck off, but too 6) 
a hand. We referred on the last occasion to the fifty years of prac- 
tise during which the author said the forms had been collected, and 
we suggested that some might date from the beginning of that 
period ; but why does Dr. Mears, in giving an extract from the first 
reface, carefully omit this allusion to fifty years, and yet keep the 
engthy forms almost intact ? A glance at the first ment, which 
is for the sale of a freehold estate of inheritance, at once shew 
how useless clauses are still inserted, and useful ones extended to 
unconscionable length. A comparison with standard works shews 
that the form is double the length of. —* forms in actual use, 
It may be said that this is due to the i of optional words and 
phrases in brackets; but this is only a shght excuse. We do not 
want forms in which it is necessary to decide at every step whether 
to insert or omit this or that expression which the caution of old con- 
veyancers, or their desire to lengthen documents, has devised ; a well- 
drawn form should give what is most suitable to the occasion accord- 
ing to modern practice, only pointing out possible variations for 
robable change of circumstances. e plan of introducing the 
fullest possible amount of verbiage, and leaving the draftsman to 
condense at pleasure, is by no means to be commended. This is a 
defect which runs more or less through the book, but in forms of 
more modern growth it is less observable than elsewhere. In all the 
forms the clauses are wisely arranged in separate paragraphs, but it 
is not clear why in some cases they are numbered and in others not. 
Moreover, it would have been a great assistance, in looking | for 
suitable forms and clauses, had the effect of these last been briefly 
stated in the margin. On the whole we must consider that, while 
the book contains a large number of forms, suited to varying cir- 
cumstances, and many of them suggestive, yet it is still capable of 
improvement, both in the way of condensation and of arrangement, 
if it is to keep pace with modern drafting and modern needs. 





BURIAL, 


Tue LAw oF BURIAL; INCLUDING ALL THE BURIAL AcTs AND 
OFFICIAL REGULATIONS, WITH NoTES AND CasEs. By J. BRooKE 
Lirriz, B.A., Barrister-at-Law. Shaw & Sons. 
‘“‘There are,” says Mr. Little, “‘more than 120 public Acts of 
Parliament relating, in whole or in part, to matters connected with 
the burial of the dead ’—that is, more than 100 Acts in addition to 
the nineteen Burial Acts properly so-called. After a full and 
careful introduction, dealing with the whole common and statute 
law of burial as a whole, Mr. Little has set out, “in whole or in 
=. sixty-six statutes, lying under contribution the Church 
uilding Acts, the New Parishes Acts, and the Registration Acts in 
groups, and such Acts as the Lands Clauses Act (which is in- 
corporated by section 27 of the Burial Act of 1852) and the Railways 
Clauses Acts (which is incorporated by section 62 of the Cemeteries 
Clauses Act) in isolated extracts. There are good notes to the more 
important statutes, and certain —_— Office and — —— 
Board Regulations are very properly 5 e y dou! 
the usefulness of printing so many su ental statutes, such as 
the Lands Clauses Act, and t to find that, even when printed, 
they are not always sufficiently annotated. A serious instance of 
this kind of defect is to be found in section 157 of the Railways 
Clauses Act, 1845, which is — —— any ——- to * 
ial, but very extensive, repeal e Summary Jurisdiction 
ie ee to the a character of the 22 of the Summary Jurisdiction 


appears that they are more leisurely across the Atlantic in Act, 1870, which supersede that and other appeal clauses by virtue of 
the Act of 1884, 





PUBLIC MEETING, 


QO, Txz Law as To Pustic Megtine. By J. W. BuacG, Barrister-at- 


Law. Butterworths. 


In this little book Mr. Blagg states all the authorities, anc’ent and 
discusses them carefully and intelli- 





vacancies will be held in the week ending the 2nd of June next. 





modern, upon his subject, an 
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tly, pointing out that ‘‘no lawyer can say that there is an abso- 
ute, unlimited right of — meeting,” and that “there is no legal 
right to hold meetings in highways, unless the persons assembled are 


in constant motion ’’—a motion, we may observe, which conflicts with 
the term “‘ meeting” as generally understood, and certainly renders 
the meeting useless for all practical purposes of discussion and debate. 
Riot and meetings ‘‘ within a mile of Westminster Hall” are also 
dealt with, but, in respect to the first, we find no mention of the 
punishment for — the Riot Act (altered from death to 
servitude for life by 1 Vict. c. 91, s. 1, as amended by 20 & 21 
ict. c 3), and, in respect to the second, no mention of 28 & 29 Vict. 
c. 48, s. 18, by virtue of which we think that the Royal Courts 
take the place of the old courts at Westminster where mentioned in 
(amongst other statutes) 57 Geo. 3, c. 19, s, 23, “ the words” in 
which ‘as to the Courts of Justice,” says Mr. Blagg, ‘‘ cannot, if 
construed strictly, have any operation now.” There is no table of 
statutes or cases, the latter finding places in an index remarkable 
for the number of references to names of persons. ‘‘ Asquith, Mr. 
H. H.,” is a somewhat novel item in an index to a law book. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 
THE CHANCERY TAXING MASTERS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—In or about June, 1887, Mr. Wainewright retired, and the 
Lord Chancellor appointed Mr. Walker as successor to Mr. Waine- 
wright. I believe the new master was unfortunately taken ill soon 
after his appointment, and Mr. Ryland was, shortly before the Long 
Vacation last year, appointed “‘an additional ” taxing master, making 
the ninth, and thus filling up the number originally contemplated, 
and conferring 2 boon on the suitors, but for which they, and they 
only, pay, by their fees, amounting to £2 10s. per centum on the 
amounts certified on taxation. 

This percentage produces a profit of over £10,000 a year, and the 
suitors should have the benefit of it. No one seems able to answer 
the question whether Mr. Walker has resigned or no, or when he 
will resume the active duties of his office as Chancery taxing master 
in London. We have entered the eleventh month since the retirement 
of Mr. Wainewright.. Mr. Ryland is vigorously discharging his 
duties as taxing master; but if Mr. Walker has resigned, another 
master should be appointed, because there are only seven Chancery 
taxing masters now to take the whole of the Chancery work, as Mr. 
Bloxam has his time filled up by taxing ail the lunacy bills and costs 
iu such matters of Chancery business as had been referred to him 
before July, 1887, when the new arrangement as to taxations in 
lunacy was made. 

The busiest part of the legal year is now upon us, and it is really 
important that the profession should kaow whether Mr. Walker has 
— or is coming back, and, if the latter, when ? 

pper Holloway, N., May 1. JAMES RAWLINSON. 





THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT BILL AND THE INNS OF 
COURT. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,— y I ask you to insert the enclosed correspondence in the 
SoLiciTors’ JOURNAL, with the observation that i learn that the 
reference to Gray's-inn applies equally to Lincoln's-inn and the 
Temple. J. PERRY GODFREY. 

Gray’s-inn, May 3, 1888. 

The following is the correspondence referred to :— 

18th April, 1888. 
To the Right Hon. Charles Thomson Ritchie, M.P., President, Local 
Government Board. 

Sir,—As the management of London is about to be reconstituted, 
will you allow me to call your attention to an anomaly, which in 
these times ought not to exist, and which, I am sure, I have only to 
bring to your notice to insure your consideration of the matter. 

The constitutional principle of taxation is, I believe, representa- 
tion, but, strange to say, this does not exist in the instance to 
which I am referring. In Gray’s-inn the residents pay rates and 
taxes, but without having any voice in local affairs. 

I understand that the Sone ers of the honourable society are called 
upon to contribute a certain sum for certain purposes; they then 
divide this sum among their tenants, and the same is collected by one 
of their own officers. I submit it is but fair to those who reside in 
the inn and who pay these rates that they should have the same 


advantages in | government as those who dwell outside the 
boundaries of the inn. I am Sir, 
Your obedient Servant, 


J. Perry GODFREY. 





Local Government Board, 
Whitehall, 8.W., 
April 19, 1888. 
Sir,—I am desired by Mr. Ritchie to acknowledge the receipt of 
your letter of yesterday, and to say the matter will receive his con- 
sideration, Yours faithfully, 


N. HERBERT. 
J. Perry Godfrey, Esq. 





THE CUSTOMS AND INLAND REVENUE BILL. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—I have votes for seven different constituencies, represented by 
members all of whom, by the way, are supporters of the present 
Ministry. 

I have sent to each member a copy of the letter which I inclose 
in reference to the 17th clause of the Customs and Inland Revenue 
Bill. 

I believe we solicitors are strong enough, if we will only exercise 
reasonable exertion individually, to secure the adoption of a right 
and reasonable amendment in any measure before Parliament. 

2, Soho-square, London, W., Mav 1. W. J. FRASER. 


The following is a copy of the letter referred to :— 

Sir,—As one of your constituents, J beg to call your attention 
to the 17th section of the Customs and Inland Revenue Bill, and to 
express an earnest hope that you will do your best to make the 
operation of that clause prospective and not retrospective, by making 
it apply only to instruments, &c., executed after the passing of the 
Act. To put it mildly, it will be a monstrous injustice to make the 
clause retrospective. It has not been the practice for deeds to be left 
unstamped, but sometimes by accident it so happens, and at other 
times in consequence of the changes which have taken place in the 
law relating to stamps, an instrument may have been incorrectly or 
insafficiently rene 

There are, of course, cases where, on account of the largeness of 
the duty payable, the document has been left unstamped. There has 
been no penalty for this, except that the document could not be 
— in evidence without paying the proper duty and the 

nalty. 
hs large number of persons have purchased properties in recent 
years subject to a condition of sale such as that which it is now 
proposed shall be void. 

This question concerns not only solicitors, but owners, and 
especially vendors and purchasers of property. 

It is somewhat extraordinary that there should, apparently, be so 
much difficulty in getting the Chancellor of the Exchequer to agree 
to the amendment of this clause. 

The tenacity with which he clings to it, or rather with which those 
who are instructing him cling to it, forms just one of those grounds 
which irritate and annoy constituents, and tend to make the Ministry 
unpopular. 

There was a letter in the Standard newspaper on the matter on the 
30th of April, and an article to the same effect as this letter in the 
SoxicrTors’ JOURNAL for Saturday, the 28th of April. 

I trust to hear that you have been able to induce the Chancellor of 
the Exchequer to agree to the amendment of this 17th clause. 

Regretting to have troubled you, which necessity and reason alone 
induce me to do, I remain, &c., W. J. FRASER. 

May 1. 








While Mr. Justice Manisty was trying a case in Court No. 5 on Tues- 
day, he characterized as perfect disgraceful the blasts of cold air that were 
continually coming up into the court, and said Le would adjourn unless 
they were stopped, as he had caught a bad cold from the effect of these 
blasts during the past week. 


At the Leicester Police-court on Tuesday, Mr. F. J. F. Kirby, solicitor, 
described as of Ansty Frith, Leicester, was brought up in custody on 4 
warrant charged with having obtained by means of false pretences from 
the Leicester branch of the Stamford, Spalding, and Boston Banking Co. 
(Limited) the sum of £48 and divers other moneys, with intent to cheat 
and defraud, on the 18th of A 1886, and other days. Mr. H. 
Wright, solicitor, prosecuted, and the prisoner was defended by Mr. J. B. 
Fowler. Mr. Wright stated that the prisoner’s affairs were now in bank- 
ruptcy, and only formal evidence would be given as to the charges to 
justify a remand in order that the case might afterwards be fully gone in- 
to. Mr. Waite, manager of the Stamford, Spalding, and Boston Bank, 
then gave evidence as to large advances made ‘o the prisoner on the deeds 
of certain oe but he had since seen deeds at the office of the official 
receiver which shewed that ae oy had ceased to have any interest in 
the properties in question, and deeds referred to had been nullified by 
subsequent deeds. On this evidence the prisoner was remanded for @ 
week, bail being refused. Toe court was crowded, the prisoner having 
until recently been a member of the town council, deputy magistrate’s 





clerk, and deputy coroner for the borough and county of Leicester. 








— thm 2S eh & te Mm Ot & hte oh mee mm Om Om ete lutte 






con- 


d by 


sent 


slose 
enue 


rcise 
‘ight 


ation 
id to 
I 
kin 

the 
» the 
left 
ther 
1 the 
ly or 


is of 
. has 


the 


cent 
now 


and 


be so 
gree 


those 
unds 
istry 


n the 
1 the 


or of 


alone 
ER. 


Tues- 
; were 


these 


citor, 
on 4 
from 


cheat 
ir. H. 


bank - 
zes to 
ne in- 
Bank, 
deeds 
ficial 
‘est in 
ied by 
for @ 
aving 
trate’s 











THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 437 
— t) 








May 5, 1888. 
* 


CASES OF THE WEEK. 


COURT OF APPEAL. 
COLQUHOUN ». BROOKS—No. 1, 28th April. 


Income Tax—Liantiity To Asszrssment—Prorirs ACCRUING AND INVESTED 
AxBroaD. 


This was an appeal from the decision of a divisional court (Stephen and 
Wills, JJ.), and raised a question of im ce as to assessment to in- 
come — 3 * —* ey 19 Q. 3. D. = a See a 
solely ent in Eng was a partner in a carrying on ess 
Melbourne, Victoria, which was entirely distinct from he tedhasennaed 
on by Mr. Brooks in England. Various sums of money were from time 
to time remitted to Mr. Brooks from Melbourne, in res of which he 
had been duly assessed to income tax, but certain further amounts stood 
to his credit in the books of the Melbourne firm, no part of which were 
received in England. The question now raised was whether he was 
liable to be assessed upon such further amounts. A case having been 
stated by the Income Tax Commissioners for the City of London, the 
Divisional Court were divided in opinion, Stephen, J., holding that the 
amount was rightly assessed, and Wills, J., 8 of the — —- 
Wills, J., as the junior judge, withdrew his judgment, and Mr. Brooks 
appealed. By Schedule D. of 16 & 17 Vict. c. 34, s. 2, duties are im- 

d for and in respect of the annual profits and — arising or accru- 

g to any person residing in the United Kingdom from any kind of prop- 
erty whatever, whether situate in the United Kingdom or elsewhere, 
and for and in respect of the annual profits or gains arising or accruing 
to any person residing in the United Kingdom from any profession, 
trade, employment, or vocation, whether the same shall be respectively 
carried on inthe United Kingdom or elsewhere. 

Tue Court (Lord Esuen, M.R., and Lopgs, L.J., Fay, L.J., dissent- 
ing), having taken time to consider their j - 474 allowed the appeal. 
Lord Esugr, M.R., said that it .was impossible to imagine larger words 
than those used in the Act. There was no limitation as to time or as to 
the class of persons, and the words woald apply to a foreigner resident in 
England as wellas to an Englishman. Foreigners might uired to 
produce their books to the Inland Revenue authorities, and might be re- 
quired to pay income tax while resident in England on the profits of their 
businesses or vocations abroad which were wholly carried on aboard, and 
no part of which profits were received in this country. Such a construc- 
tion of the Act was a most tyrannical construction, and was contrary to 
the comity of nations. It could not for one moment be supposed that 
Parliament had intended when using these general words to do what 
would be an outrage upon the law and comity of nations, and what must 
lead to unanswerable remonstrances. He was not prepared without an 
express statement of the Legislature to put such a construction on these 
ee words. He desired, therefore, to agree with the judgment of 

ills, J., and to rest his judgment on these broad grounds. Lorss, L.J., 
concurred. It was impossible to say that there was no limitation to the 
general words used in the Act, and the true limitation was, in his opinion, 
that the duty was chargeable only on the amaqunts actually received in 
this country from the business carried on abroad. Fry, L.J., thought 
that the section was clear as im g a tax on all profits or gains arising 
or accruing to persons residing in this country. the language was ex- 
press, and it mattered not where the trade was carried on. The 
expediency of imposing such a tax was a question for the Legislature 
alone, and not for a judge. He therefore agreed with the judgment of 
Stephen, J.—Counszet, Sir Henry James, Q.C., 7. E. Scrutton, and A. C. 
Nicoll ; The Attorney-General (Sir R. E. Webster, Q.C.), The Solicitor- 
General (Sir E. Clarke, Q.0.), and A. V. Dicey. Souicrrorns, Shepheards ; 
Solicitor for Inland Revenue. 


WILLIAMS ov. THE COLONIAL BANK—No. 2, lst May. 


Negcorras_e Securtry—SHAREs —PLepGE or CgeRrtTIFIcATES—BLANK INDORSE- 
MENT—MERCANTILE UsaGE—AMERICAN LAw—F Ravup —EstTorrg.. 


This was an appeal-from a decision of Kekewich, J. (36 Ch. D. 659). 
The question was whether the certificates of shares in an American rail- 
way rn which had been indorsed by the legal owners (the executors 
of a de shareholder), and handed to their broker for the purpose of 
being sent to New York for registration in their names, were negotiable 
securitier, so as to give a title as st the executors to persons with 
whom the certificates had been fraudulently deposited by the broker as 
security for his own debt. The testator, at the time of his death in 1880, 
was the registered owner of the shares. The certificates stated that the 
shares were ‘‘ transferable in person or by attorney in the books of the 
company only on the surrender and can mn of this certificate by an 
indorsement thereof hereon, and in the form and manner which at 
the time be required by the transfer regulations of the ver are e 
indorsement wasas follows :—‘‘ For value received——do hereby sell, assign, 
and transfer to——shares of the capital stock of the New York, &c., Rail- 
toad Co., of 100 dollars each, eating in——name——on the books of the 
company, and represented by the within certificate. And do hereby 
irrevocably constitute and appoint——attorney to execute a surrender and 
cancellation of the within certificate, and also to do all things requisite to 
transfer the said stock on the books of the said company, in such form and 
manner as may be necessary or be required by the regulations of the said 
company in that behalf with full power of een > SS es. 
This form, when duly filled up, constituted the formal of the 

The executors, being us that the shares should be registeréd 


in their names, sent the certificates to Thomas & Oo., their brokers, by 
whom they were informed that they shoyld sign the indorsement in 


the 
with the indorsements > 


uary represented 

executors that they had been sent for the purpose of registration to 
New York, where they would remain the instructions of 
the po in case they desired a sale, so as to avoid the risk of a 
double transmission of the certificates. The certificates were in fact 
not sent to New York, but in February, 1881, the transfers still 
being in blank, were deposited by Thomas & Oo. with the Oolonial 
Bank as security for a balance due from them to the bank. In February, 
1884, Thomas & Oo. were adjudicated bankrupts. The railway com 
had refused to alter the registration of the shares, because the — 
of the executors had not been acknowledged before an American consul. 
This action was brought by the executors against the Colonial Bank and 
the trustee in bankru of Thomas & Co, claiming a declaration that 
the deposit of the ates conferred no title on the bank, and 
claiming delivery to the plaintiffs of the tes. The bank claimed 
to be entitled to a charge upon the shares for the amount due to them 
from Thomas & Oo., that they had accepted the certificates as a 
security in the belief t they belonged to Thomas & Co.; that the 
usage of bankers and others was to pass the property in such shares 
delivery of the indorsed certificates, which by American law were - 
able securities; and that the plaintiffs had — | given Thomas & Oo. 
power to pledge the shares and fill up the . At the trial there was 
evidence that, acco to American law, the legal title to shares vested 
in the person who for the time being was the person enabled to have them 
registered in his name as the legal owner thereof, and that such certificates 
were equivalent to securities to bearer and from hand to hand 
without registration. But there was also ce that in the case of 
transfers of the shares of a deceased owner the appointment of his repre- 
sentatives had to be strictly proved, and that until this was done the docu- 
ment was incomplete and would not as ‘‘ good delivery ’’ upon the Stock 
Exchange. Kekewich, J., held that the bank were enti to bold the 
certificates as a security for the debt due from Thomas & Oo. He was of 
opinion that the certificates must be construed senna, American law ; 

at the bank were not put upon ing in dealing with Thomas & Oo. ; that 
the executors must be taken to have known the nature of the securities, 
and to have given their brokers all the —— which by the law mer- 
chant went with them ; and that, having given this power to Thomas & Co., 
they were estopped from denying their authority to deal with the shares 
as they thought proper. 

Tue Covrt (Corron, Linpiey, and Bowgy, L JJ.), reversed the 
decision. Corron, L.J., said that according to English law the title of 
the bank as transferees of the certificates would not be a legal title, but a 
mere inchoate title, which would not enable them, as transferees, from 
Thomas & Co., to hold the shares as against the plaintiffs. According to 
American law, however, they would have, not only the legal, but also the 
equitable title. The case, however, must be decided by the law of Eng- 
land, end not by that of America, as the question whether Thomas & Co. 
bad a good title to transfer the certificates to the bank was one which 
arose in this country, and therefore depended upon English law. It was 
well settled that no one could transfer any better title to an instrument 
which was not negotiable than that which he himself had. The transfer 
by Thomas & Oo. to the bank was made in fraud of the plaintiffs. Thomas 
& Co. never received any authority from the plaintiffs to deal with the 
certificates. The only question, then, was, whether there had been anything 
in the conduct of the plaintiffe to estop them from asserting their title to the 
shares as against the bank. The certificates were not on the face of them 


formalities in the books of the company. 


document there was someting irregular in the transfer to them, the 
defendants could not rely upon estoppel as t the tiffs. The 
absence of a certificate of transfer in compliance with the requirements 
stated on the face of the certificates was s t to have put the defend- 


7) * 

rsons from whom they took had not a title, the defendants 
id not acquire any better title. There been no negligence 
on the part of the plaintiffs in leaving the certificates with the 3. 
Linpizy, L.J., said that the constitution of the company, and the proper 
mode of becoming a shareholder, and the consequences of having acq 
a title to the cates, were questions which might depend on American 

ply to dealings “> coun! 
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with a document way 0 or And, although the 
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authority gixen. The certificates with the transfers in blank, when de- 
posited by Thomas & Co. with the bank, being imperfect and not nego- 
tiable instruments, conferred no legal title; and the documents not being 
in proper form, and there being enough on the face of them to put the 
bank on inquiry, the defence of estoppel was not available. Bowen, L.J., 
concurred.—Covunse., Sir Horace Davey, Q.0., Warmington, Q.C., and 
Decimus Sturges ; Rigby, Q. O. Reid, Q.C., and Christopher James ; Latham, 
Q.C., and 7. H. Wright. Soricrrors, Young, Jones, § Co. ; Druces § Attlee ; 
Freshfields $ Williams. 


Re THE MISSOURI ESTATE, RAILWAY, AND IRON CO.—No. 2, 
2nd May. 


Practice—‘' Anatep” AprgAt—DegatH or ArpgeLttAnt—R. S. C., 1883, 
XVII., 10. 

The question in this case was how the respondent to an appeal which 
had, by reason of the death of the appellant, been marked by the officer 
of the court as ‘‘ abated,’’ was to get rid of it. Notice of appeal was given 
iu April, 1887, and in July, 1887, the appellant died, and the appeal was 
afterwards marked as abated. The appellant died in England, but he was 
an American. It was believed that he had no personal representative, and 
it was not ascertained who was his next of kin. The respondent was the 
liquidator of the company, and he desired to get rid of the appeal, in order 
that he might proceed to distribute assets of the company to a large 
amount which were in his hands. No steps had been taken since the death 
of the appellant to prosecute the appeal, Rule 10 of order 17 provides that 
** Where any cause or matter shall have been standing for one year in the 
cause book marked as ‘abated,’ or standing over generally, such cause 
or matter, at the expiration of the year, shall be struck out of the cause 
book.“ The respondent's counsel suggested that this rule did not apply 
to un appeal, and that the word ‘‘ abated’’ ought to be removed from the 
appeal in the list. 

HE Covrt (Corron, Fry, and Lorzs, L.JJ.), thought that they could 
do nothing at present to assist the respondent. CUorron, L.J., said that 
an appeal was a “ cause or matter,’’ though it was in the Court of Appeal. 
If the respondent wished to act before the expiration of the year he must, 
if he could, find out who was the next of kin of the appellant in America, 
and then his lordship would be disposed to give the appellant leave to serve 
the next of kin with notice of an application to dismiss the appeal. Fry, 
L.J., was disposed to think the best course was to let the year run out, 
and then to apply to the court.—Covunsgt, A. Young. Sortcrrors, Stretton, 
Hilliard, § Co. 





HIGH COURT.—CHANCERY DIVISION. 
Re BRITANNIA MILLS 0O.—North, J., 28th April. 


Compasy—Repvction or Capitar—ConrrrMaTIon By Court—FormM oF 
: Minvte To bE RecistgrED—Compantes Act, 1877, s. 4 


This was a petition by the company for the confirmation by the court of 


a special resolution which had been passed for the reduction of the com- |. 


pany’s capital by cancelling paid-up capital which had been lost or was 
not represented by available assets. A question arose as to the form of 
the minute which was to be registered. 

Nortn, J., confirmed the proposed reduction, and adopted the form of 
minute which was approved by Kay, J., in Re The West Cumberland Iron 
and Steel Co. (ante, p. 306), that is, containing a statement that the capital 
of the company ‘‘is from henceforth £ [stating the amount, the 
number of shares, and the amount paid up thereon] instead of the original 
capital of £ [stating the amount, the number of shares, and the 
amount paid up thereon].”’ His lordship said that for the future he would 
always adopt that form of minute in such cases.—OounsgL, Ovokson 
Crackanthorpe, Q.C., and F. Beaufort Palmer. Soxicrrors, Chester, Mayhew, 
& Co, 


Re FREWEN, FREWEN v. JAMES—North, J., 26th April. 


Serrtep Lann—Appiication or Capita Mongy—Discuarce or Incum- 
BRANCE AFFECTING INHERITANCE—MorTGAGE FOR LonG Term or YEars— 
Sztriep Lanp Act, 1882, s. 21. 


The question in this case was whether money arising from the sale by 
the tenant for life of part of a settled estate could be applied, under sec- 
tion 21 of the Settled Land Act, 1882, in discharging part of a mortgage 
debt which was secured by a mortgage for a term of 2,000 years of another 
portion of the settled estate. Section 21 provides that capital money 
arising under the Act may be applied (inter alia) ‘‘in discharge, purchase, 
or redemption of incumbrances affecting the inheritance of the settled land, 
or other the whole estate the subject of the settlement.” 

Nortn, J., held that the money might be applied as proposed in part 
discharge of the mortgage debt. He could not say that he felt no diffi- 
culty in bolding that the mortgage was one “‘ affecting the inheritance of 
the settled land,” within the meaning of section 2i. But he had come to 
the conclusion that this was the right construction for two reasons. In 
the first place, if the mortgagee foreclosed the mortgage he would be 
entitled, under the provisions of section 65 of the Conve ** Act, 1881, 
to enlarge the long term into a fee, and if he oak do this it could 
hardly be said that the incumbrance did not affect the inheritance. In 
the second place, the Act empowered the tenant for life to sell the land in 
fee, free from incumbrances, and, unless such a mortgage could be paid off 
out of the purchase-money, that could not be done. The object of the 
Act was that, as between the persons interested in the estate and the pur- 
chaser, the tenant for life should be able to bind everyone who was 
interested in the estate, and to convey the estate to the purchaser in fee 








free from all incumbrances.—Oounset, Dauney ; J. M. Lloyd. Soxicrw wg, 
Collinson, Pritchard, § Green; T. W. § T. B. Nelson. 


Re F. REED (DEVEASED)—Ohitty, J., 27h April. 


Wiutt—Constrrvuction—Girr to A Crass—Brotsxers anp Sisters—Hagp> 
Boop. 


The question in this case was whether, upon the construction of a 
contained in a will to sisters as a class, sisters of the half-blood wese 
entitled to share. 

Curry, J., said that a gift to sisters or brothers as a class, in the 
absence of a context to the contrary, must be read as a gift to a class 


| comprising persons of the half-blood. Such was the construction which 


had been put upon gifts to nephews and nieces. So, too, in the Statute 
of Distributions, the provision that no representative should be admitted 
after brothers’ and sisters’ children did not exclude children of the half- 
blood. Therefore, there being nothing in the context of the will to cut 
down what he conceived to be a construction founded upon principle, the 
sisters of the half-blood would have been entitled to be admitted into the 
class. In the present case, however, there was an overruling context, 
and he decided against their claim.—CounseL, Whitehorne, Q.C., and 
Badcock ; Romer, CO., and Swinfen Eady ; Sir Arthur Watson, Q. O. and 
R. F. Norton ; Maclean, Q.C., and Gayer ; Latham, Q.C., and Warlters Horne. 
Sortcrrors, Crowders § Vizard; T. Parker Dizon for Mahaffey, Belfast. 


WHYTE-MELVILLE v. WHYTE-MELVILLE—Siirling, J., 28th April. 
PracticEe—ATTACHMENT—SvsstitTvuTeD Service—R. 8. C., 1883, LXVILI., 6. 


This was a motion for leave to issue a writ of attachment against the 
defendant for disobedience to an order directing him to hand over certain 
securities to the receiver in the action. An order for substituted service 
had been obtained, by which service on the defendant’s solicitor was to be 
deemed service on the defendant. It was objected, on behalf of the defend. 
ant, that an order for committal could net be obtained unless there had 
been personal service of the order for disobedience to which committal 
was asked. The Annual Practice, p. 158, was referred to, where it is 
stated that the order on which attachment is founded must be personally 
served, and also Seton, p. 1568, where it is said to be otherwise where an 
order for substituted service has been obtained. 

SriRLING, J., said that ord. 67, r. 6, enabled the court to allow substi- 
tuted service where it considered that there was a probability that that 
course would have the effect of bringing to the notice of the defendant 
the fact that the order had been made. He could not meke any exception 
in the case of an attachment, and the order must go.—CovunseL, Hastings, 
Q.C., and Ingpen; Levett. Soxrcrrors, Poncione § Leggatt ; Lewis § Lewis. 





HIGH COURT.—QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 


SHARP v. WAKEFIELD AND OTHERS, JUSTICES OF WEST: 
MORELAND.—30th April. 


Licensep Hovse—RenewaL or Licence—DIscrRgrion OF JUSTICES, 


This was a case stated -by the quarter sessions of the county of West- 
moreland, raising the question whether licensing justices have an absolute 
discretion in the refueal of renewal licences. Wiillam Ridding, who was 
the tenant of the appellant, was the holder of a licence for the sale of 
intoxicating liquors at an inn at Kentmere. Oa his spplying to the 
licensing justices for a renewal of his licence, his application wae refused. 
The appellant then appealed to the quarter sessions, when the refusal of the 
licensing jastices was affirmed, on the ground of the remoteness of the 
house from — supervision, and having regard to the character and 
necessities of the neighbourhood. It was now argued on behalf of the 
appellant that, the application belng for a renewal and not for a new 
licence, the justices could not refuse on mere discretionary grounds : 
section 42 of the Licensing Act, 1872; section 26 of the Licensing Act, 
1874; and Reg. v. Licensing Justices of Market Bosworth (35 W. B. 734), 

Tue Court (Fietp and Wi11s, JJ.) affirmed the order of the quarter 
sessions, Fre.p, J., sald that by the Act of 1828 (9 Geo. 4 o, 61), the 
granting of licences, which at that time rested with individual jastices, was 
committed to the whole body of justices. The licences were to be granted 
to such persons as the justices in the exercise of their discretion should 
deem fit and proper. It was clear that under that Act the justices had 
a discretion to refuse on the ground that a public-house was not wanted at 
the place in question : Reg. v. Justices of Lancashire (19 W. R. 204, L. R. 
6 B. 97); though it was held that they must exercise a particalar dis- 
cretion in each case as it came before them: Reg. v. Justices of Walsa’l (24 
L T. 111). Neither before that Act, nor under that Act, was any distinc- 
tion made between an application for a new licence and an application for a 
renewal. Nor had it ever since been beld that a holder of a licence had an 
absolute right toa renewal. It was true that up to 1839 a Hoence for a 
beerhouse could be taken out without any spplication to the justices; and 
when the Legislature in that year, by 32 & 33 Vict. o. 27, made such appli- 
cation no » 1¢ was provided that a beerhouse-keeper, having by 
custom —— a sort of vested interest in his Ifcence, should not be 
deprived of it, except on special grounds mentioned in the Act. But this 
case was not @ case of a beerhouse licence. The Licensing Act of 1872 (35 
& 36 Vict. o. 94) applied to all retallers of intoxicating liquors, and did not 
recognise any such vested interest, Section 42, on which the 1* relled, 
ended with the proviso, ‘‘subject as aforesaid, Hoences shall be renewed, 
and the powers and discretion of jastices relative to sach renewal shall be 

d vader the Act of 1892 (45 & 46 Vict. o, 34) 
ed digoretion to refuse an off-licence for the 
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sale of beer: Kay v. Justices of Over Darwen (81 W. R. 273, 10 Q. B. D. 
913). Theonly case which seemed in favour of the 
Market Bosworth case ; but his lordship 
as merely a decision that the 
renewal, and therefore the 

to have been complied with. He was of opinion ¢ 
refusing a renewal licence justices had an absolute discretion. 

Wuts, J., in con , sald the Acts of 1872 and 1874 had only 
altered the dure, and did not affect the discretion of the justices. In 
the Market Bosworth ease, the court only decided that the —— ought 
to have been treated as an application for a rene therefore the 
justices ought not to have refused it without adj and giving the 
applicant an opportunity of belng heard.—CovumseL, Candy, Q.C., and L. 
Sanderson ; Addison, Q.C., and Poland. Souicrrors, John Sykes, for F. W. 
Watson, Kendal ; Nicol, Son, § Jones, for John Bolton, Kendal. 


THE LIMMER ASPHALTE PAVING CO. (LIM.) ». F—.— 
Denman, J. (in chambers), 26th April. 


R. 8. ©., 1883, XLV., 1. 


An affidavit in support of an application ex parte for a garnishee order 
nisi Was made by the secretury of the company. The application was 
refused by the master, on the ground that the affidavit must be made 
under the rule by the judgment creditor or his solicitor. 

On appeal, the affidavit made by the secretary was held sufficient, and 
an order was made thereon.—Soricrrors, Maples, Teesdale, § Co. 

[See —— Bank (Limited) v. E—— (ante, p. 154).] 





BANKRUPTCY CASES. 
Ex parte OTWAY, Re OTWAY—Cave, J., 25th April. 


JupcmMent Summons — Atrmony — Apptication To Commrr — Recervinc 
OrperR In Lrev or Commrrrat—Payment BY INSTALMENTS—Depxrors 
Act, 1869, s. 5—Banxrvuptcy Act, 1883, s. 103, sun-secrion (5). 


This case came before the court in the shape of a judgment summons 
issued by a wife against her husband for non-payment of alimony. On 
December 1, 1887, a decree for a judicial separation was made in the 
Divorce Court, and on January 30, 1888, an alimony pendente lite at the rate 
of 25s. a week from the date of the service of the citation up to the date of 
the decree was ordered to be paid by the husband. On Fe 1, 1888, 
an order for permanent alimony at the rate of £2 2s. a week was made from 
the date of the final decree. e sum of £130 4s. being due under these 
orders, a judgment summons was taken out by the wife against her hus- 
band, and on March 24, 1888, Cave, J., made a receiving order against 
the debtor under section 103, sub-section (5), of the Bankruptcy Act, 
1883, which provides that ‘‘ where, under section 5 of the Debtors Act, 
1869, application is made by a judgment creditor, to a court having bank- 
ruptcy jurisdiction, for the committal of a judgment debtor, the court 
may, if it thinks fit, decline to commit, and in lieu thereof, with the con- 
sent of the judgment creditor and on payment by him of the prescribed 
fee, make a receiving order against the debtor.’’ An application was sub- 
sequently made by the husband, however, that the case might be reheard 
* mes question whether, under the circumstances, a receiving order could 

made. 

Cave, J., now rescinded the receiving order previously made by him, 
and directed the husband to pay the amount due by instalments of £10 a 
month. His lordship said that the case of Ex parte Fryer, Re Fryer (34 
W. R. 766, 17 Q. B. D. 718) decided that the court had jurisdiction to 
make a receiving order, in lieu of a committal, against a judgment debtor 
under section 103, sub-section (5), of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, only on 
the application of a person who was, strictly g. a ‘* judgment 
creditor,”” and such receiving order could not be made, therefore, on the 
application of every person who was entitled to apply to the court under 
section 5 of the Debtors Act, 1869. In Bailey v. Bailey (32 W. R. 856, 
13 Q. B. D. 855) it was held that an order to sign final judgment under 
ord. 14, r. 1, would not be made where the action was for arrears of 
alimony pendente lite under an order of the Probate and Divorce Division, 
and the same reasoning applied to permanent alimony. It followed, 
therefore, that the wife was not a —F ent creditor, and could not havea 
receiving order. But she was entitled to come to the court under section 
5 of the Debtors Act, 1869. The receiving order must therefore be re- 
versed, but, instead, an order would be made upon the husband for pay- 
ment by monthly instalments of £10.—CounsgL, Sidney Woolf, Soxtct- 
Tors, Michael Abrahams § Co. ; B. Abrahams. 


Ex parte ROONEY, Re TALLERMAN—Cave, J., 25th April, 


Banxrurtcy—Proor—Aprptication $ro Expuncs on Repuce—Arp.ica- 
TION BY CREDITOR FOR BENEFIT OF Degsror—Anusz or Process— 
Bankruptcy Act, 1883, Scurpure II., pr. 25. 


This was an application made in the name of a creditor in the bank- 
ruptcy under rule 25 of Schedule II. to the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, to 
reduce or nge the proof of another creditor. It was admitted, how- 
ever, that the application, although in the name of the creditor, was 
really made for the benefit of the bankrupt, who could not make it, and 
a preliminary objection was taken that, uuder such circumstances, the pro- 
ceeding was an abuse of the of the court. 

Oava, J., held that the minary objection must prevail. His lord- 

eaid that undoubtedly the court would not allow its process to be 


to challenge the decision of the trustee he might do so, but in a case 

this kind, where there was no that the dividend would be in- 
creased by excluding the creditor, some other reason must be looked for. 
Here it was admitted that the object was to benefit the bankrupt by 
getting the debts reduced in order that he might make a fresh application 
for bis . The bavkrupt could not make the application, and the 
creditor did it for him ; but a creditor was not entitled to do so for such 4 
3* oeeo. -Couxant, Mirams; F. C. Willis. Boraorrons, W. J. Ball; B 

ri ° 





CASES AFFECTING SOLICITORS. 


ELLINGTON v. CLARK, BUNNETT, & 00.—O. A. No. 2, 27th April, 
Arprat—Evinence 1x Court Brtow—SxortrHanp Nores Taken BY 
raed Crerx—Oory or Jupcr’s Norzs—R. 8. O., 1883, LVIII., 


In the course of the hearing of this a from a decision of Kay, J., 
a question arose as to the mode in which the oral evidence taken at the 
trial was to be brought before the Court of A Rule 11 of order 58 
provides that ‘‘ when any question of fact is involved in an appeal, the 
evidence taken in the court below bearing on such question shall subject 
to any special order, be brought before the Court of Appeal as follows 
. + . (6) as to any evidence given orally, by the production of a copy 
of the judge’s notes, or such other materials as the court may deem ex- 
ient.’’ In the present case no notes of the evidence had been taken 
y a professional shorthand writer, but shorthand notes had been taken 
by clerks of the solicitors of the parties, and these notes were referred 
to on the hearing of the appeal. No application had been made for a copy 
of the —_—— notes of the evidence, but the original notes were sent to 
the Lords Justices, and were before them on the hearing of the appeal. 
Corron, L.J., said that it must be understood that, in future, the court 
would not allow shorthand notes of evidence taken by a clerk to the 
solicitor of one of the parties to be made use of. The accuracy of such 
notes could not be relied on. His lordship did not suggest that such a 
clerk would be guilty of intentional dishonesty, but he could not help 
being unconsciously biassed by his wish that the evidence should turn out 
favourably for the party for whom he was acting. A professional short- 
hand writer stood in an independent position. It was the duty of the 
appellant to request the clerk of one of the an of the Court of * 
to ask the clerk of the = of the court below to supply a copy of the 
judge’s notes of the evidence for the uee of the Court of Appeal. It was 
often difficult for anyone but the judge himself to read the original notes, 
In future, in any case in which a copy of the judge’s notes was not sup- 
plied for the use of the Court of Appeal, the ap would be ordered to 
stand over until a copy was furnished, and the appellant would have to 
pay the costs of the standing over. Fry and Lorze, L,JJ., con- 
curred.—CounskL, Rigby, Q.0., and 7. Terrell; Sir R. BE. Webster, A.G., 
Moulton, Q.C., and Micklem. Soutcrrors, Leonard § Leonard; Wetherfield, 
Son, ¢ Baines. 


Ex parte HARRIS, Re GALLARD—Q. B. D. (Bankruptcy), 26th April. 


Costs—TaxaTIon—BANKRUPTCY—SaLE oF Mortocacep Propertry—Per- 
CENTAGE OF VeEnDoR’s Soxicrrors—Souicrronrs’ Remuneration Act 
1881—Banxrvptcy Rugs, 1886, Aprenprx, Parr 2, 8. 7. 


This case raised the question whether, upon the sale of the property ° 
a bankrupt subject to a mortgage, by a trustee in bankruptcy, the solicite 
of the trustee is entitled to be paid commission under the Solicitors 
Remuncration Act upon the whole amount received or only upon the 
value of the equity. In | oe case the official receiver, as trustee 
in the bankruptcy, sold in property of the bankrupt for the sum of 
£4,750. This property was subject to a m e for £3,000, and the 
mortgagee executed a reconveyance, the £3,000 g paid to him by the 
trustee out of the purchase-money. On taxation a mtage on the 
whole sum of £4,750 was allowed to the trustee’s solicitors b e county 
court re; . Objection was taken, however, that such percen 
ought only to have been allowed on the £1,750, being the amount 
estate really received. Part 2 ofthe ap to the Bankruptcy Rules, 1886, 
provides by section 7—General Regulations—‘‘ (2) In respect of business 
connected with aales, purchases, leases, mortgages, and other matters of 
conveyancing, and in respect of other business not being business tran- 
sacted in court or in chambers, and not being otherwise contentious 
businees, the solicitor’s remuneration shall (in the absence of any agree- 
ment to the con ) be regulated by the General Order under the 
Solicitors’ Remuneration Act, 1881, for the time being in force, 
that, in cases of sales of mo the "s solicitor, if 
his remuneration shall be under I. of the existing order, shall 
only be entitled to percen upon so much of the proceeds of sale as 
shall not be chargeable J e mi ’s solicitor with —— — 
and such percentage shall be ble only out of the of sale. 
And by rule 2 of the General er made in pursuance of the Solicitors’ 
pepe * 1881, * wided that . . . peer 
of a solicitor in connected with sales, 
leases, mi L —— and other matters of phn =F oy «| 
respect of other business not being business in any action, or transacted in 
any out or ta Dio nastune ot che alge eens Oe ee as 
follows :—namely, (a) In sales, purchases, and mortgages com- 
pleted, the remuneration of the solicitor having the conduct of the bust- 


ness, whether for the vendor mene eat — 
order, 


, purchaser, 
be that prescribed in part 1 of Schedule I. to 
to the ons therein contained.”’ 





indirectly that which the process of the court would not allow 
$0 be done directly, So long as a creditor was coming forward bond ide 





Cavs, J., held that the taxing master was right in allowing the per- 
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centage upon the whole amount. His lordship said that the provisions in 
the Solicitors’ Remuneration Act were tolerably clear. Whether the 
sclicitor sold subject to or free from incumbrance, his percentage was 
reckoned on the total value of the estate. Some difficulty did appear to 
arise however in respect of the provision in the Bankruptcy Rules, 1886. 
If that rule had stopped at the words immediately preceding the proviso, 
it was clear that the solicitor would be entitled to percentage on the 
groes value of the property. But the rule went on “provided that, in 
cases of sales of mortgaged properties, the trustee’s solicitor, if his re- 
muveration shall be under Schedule I. of the existing order, shall only be 
entitled to percentage upon so much of the proceeds of sale as shall not 
be chargeable by the mo: ee’s solicitor with the percentage, and such 
percentage shall be payable only out of the proceeds of sale.” It seemed 
very doubtful whether there was or was not any state of affairs to which 
that could be applicable, but without further considering that question, it 
was clear that the meaning of the provision was, that the percentage was 
not to be paid twice over as to any part of the purchasre-money, once to 
the mortgagee’s solicitor and once to the trustee’s solicitor, so that the 
estate might not be charged with a double percentage. Here the mort- 
gagee’s solicitor was not entitled to any part of the percentage —CovunszgL, 
S:dney Woolf; Muir Mackenzie. Soricrtors, Ashurst, Morris, § Crisp; 
Griffiths § Eggar. 


Re PARKER—O. A. No. 2, 2nd May. 


So.rcrron—Costs— Taxation — Scare Fes ror ‘‘Conpuctine SatB PY 
Avction ’—AUCTIONEER PAID BY CLIENT — Soxicrrors’ REMUNERATION 
ORDER, Aveoust, 1882, x. 4—Scuepure I., Part I., RuLE 11. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Chitty, J. (ante, p. 385), upon a 
summons by solicitors to review a taxation of costs. The solicitors had 
been employed in relation to a sale of mortgaged property by auction, 
and an auctioneer had been employed to conduct the sale, and had been 
paid a lump sum by the client ; and the question was whether the solicitors 
were entitled to any remuneration for work done by them in relation to 
the sale (not included in that for which the auctioneer was paid), 
though they could not claim the scale fee for ‘‘ conducting’ the sale. 
Rule 4 in the Remuneration Order provides that ‘‘ the remuneration pre- 
scribed by Schedule I. to this order is not to include (inter atia) 
auctioneer’s charges.’’ Rule 11 in Part I. of Schedule I. provides that 
‘*the scale for conducting a sale by auction shall apply only in cases 
where no commission is paid by the client to an auctioneer.’’ In Re New- 
bould (36 W. R. 161, 20Q. B. D. 204, ante, p. 92), the Court of Appeal 
(No. 1), overruling the decision of North, J., in Re Faulkner (36 W. R. 
59, 36 Ch. D. 569, 31 Soxicrrors’ Journat, 661), held that, when com- 
mission was paid by the client to the auctioneer, the solicitor was not 
entitled to any remuneration at all for work done by him in relation to 
the sale which was not covered by the commission paid to the auctioneer. 
It was attempted to distinguish the present case on the ground that the 
lump sum paid by the client to the auctioneer was not ‘‘ commission” 
within the meaning of rule 11, and that that rule did not apply. Chitty, 
J., held that the principle of Re Newbould applied, and he dismissed the 
summons. The appeal was brought at the instance of the Incorporated Law 
Society, with the view of ultimately carrying the case to the House of 
Lords, in order that Re Newbould may be reviewed. The Court of Appeal 
was invited by the appellants’ counsel to reconsider Re Newbould, on the 
ground that the effect of the words we have above quoted from rule 4 had 
not been sufficiently considered in that case, and the distinction arising 
out of the payment of a lump sum to the auctioneer was also insisted 
on. 


Tue Oovrt (Corron, Fry, and Lorzs, L.JJ.) held that they were bound 
by Re Newbould, and that the principle of it governed the present case, and, 
without expressing any opinion of their own, they dismissed the appeal. 
It was stated that it is intended at once to present an appeal to the Bouse 
of Lords, and the respondents’ solicitor gave an undertaking to refund the 
costs of the appeal in the event of the House of Lords reversing the 
decision, the oe undertaking to present their petition of appeal 
within a week after the drawing up of the order of the Court of Appeal.— 
Oounszi, Sir H. Davey, Q.C., Romer, Q.C., Dauney, and R. 8. Wright ; 
Oswald. Soxicrtors, Parker, Garrett, ¢ Parker ; A. M. Bradley. 


Re BLUNDELL, BLUNDELL v. BLUNDELL—Stirling, J., 2ad May. 


SoiiciroR—Costs—TRvusTEE—BrEacH oF TRUsT—SoLIcITroR FoR Dz. 
FAULTING TRUSTEE—CONSTRUCTIVE TRUSTEE. 


In this case the question arose whether a solicitor who has been employed 
by an executor and trustee, and has received payment of his costs out of 
the trust estate, can be held Ilable to repay to the trust eatate the money 
ao received by him, it afterwards appearing that the trustee had been gullty 
of a breach of trust. The facts were shortly as follows :—Under the will 
of the testator, who died in 1882, three persons were appointed executors 
aod trustees, the terms of the will being to sell the whole of the testator's 
estate, and, after payment of legacies, to divide the residue equally between 
his eon George Blundell (one of the executors) and the children of his son 
James. Bat George Blundell had liberty to take over the testator’s buai- 
ness at a valuation ; and, failing his exercise of thie option, the business 
was to be sold, and there was no power to carry it on. G. Blundell alone 
proved the will, and em ed a firm of solicitors to act for him in the 
execution of the trust. He did not exercise the option given to him by the 


will ; but, by the device of a sale by auction of the business to a nominee 
of his own, from whom he took it over, succeeded in gettiog it into his own 
hands. The solicitors had advised Blundell that he v uid not purchase 
without the leave of the court, and he acted contrary to their advice in 


sttempting to do so. They transacted a considerable amount of busipess ip 


connection with the estate, which was a one, and received large sums 

of money from the executors on account of their costs, This was an appli. 

cation by creditors, who had, the conduct of the action, asking that the 

— might be ordered to psy into court the moneys so received by 
em. 


Strrauine, J., sald that the case involved a question of great importance, 
not only to solicitors and trustees, but to all persons who were — 
by trustees to discharge duties which the trustees themselves could not 
properly perform. The case whitch was put was this An executor and 
trustee employed a solicitor to assist him in winding up his testator’s estate, 
His lordship would assume that the employment of the solicitor was proper. 
Tn the course of his employment the sollcttor Tequired to be pald certain 
costs, which the trustee accordingly pald him. It was sald that the solicitor 
could not retain such psyment, except upon the terms that if the trustee 
should turn out to be a default«r an order might be made against him (the 
solicitor) to refund the sum paid to him. That was a very serious proposi- 
tion, and could not be confined to the case of a solicitor, but must be 
extended to the case of auctioneers or stockbrokers, who were accastomed 
to deduct their charges for business done by them by way of com. 
mission. What was the position of an executor who was obliged to 
employ a solicitor or other to help him in the execution of his trast? 
He wae personally liable to the sgent whom he so employed, but he was 
entitled to be indemnified out of the trust estate. That was not merely a 
right to be indemnified in respect of payments actually made, but a right 
to be indemnified agsiost avy Hability in respect of such payments. 
It had been repeatedly held by courts of equity that a trustee in whose 
name shares were standing was entitled to be indemnified at calls 
upon such shares. That being the right of a trustee, he had the right of 
resorting to the trust estate in order to pay any person properly employed 
by him. That was in accordance with Barnes v. Addy (22 W. R. 505, 
L. R. 9 Ch. 244). That case was an authority that trustees, who had 
properly incurred expenses, were entitled to sell part of the trust property 
to pay such costs; and if that were so, how could it be improper for the 
solicitor to receive them? Neither could it be said that the right of the 
solicitor to recelve his costs could be affected by the subsequent conduct of 
the trustee. The authority which had been relied upon in a of that 
proposition was that of Staniar v. Hvans (35 W. R. 286, 34 Ch. D. 470); 
bat, in his lordship’s view, that case was quite different, and the ground 
upon which it was decided was undeniable. It was not, however, a 
decision that in every case in which a solicitor to a trustee received 
payment out of the trust estate he could stand in no better position 
than the trustee himself. Having come to the conclusion that a 
trustee was entitled to pay costs to his solicitor out of the estate, 
it was necessary next to consider whether there were clroum- 
stances under which a solicitor could be held Hable as a constructive 
trustee. His lordship again referred to Barnes v. Addy, and to In re 
Spencer, Spencer v. Hart (30 W. R. 296), and said that the latter case was 
a direct authority that a solicitor could not be made liable as a constructive 
trostee, unless he could be brought within the doctrine of the court with 
reference to strangers who were not themselves trustees but were liable to 
account, What was the general doctrine as to that? A stranger to the 
trust recelving money from a trustee, which he knew to be part of the 
trust estate, was not liable as a constructive trustee, unless facts were 
brought to his knowledge showing that the money was being applied in a 
manner inconsistent with the trust. That was further supported by the 
case of Harries v. Rees (16 W. R. 91). The real question was, What was 
sufficient to fix the solicitor with Hability as a constructive trustee? A 
trustee and executor was entitled, in the first instance, to resort to the 
trust funds for the purpose of paying costs incurred in the execu- 
tion of the trusts. Doubtless he might so act as to preclude his 
right to resort tothe trust estate. But this was to be borne in mind 
—that it was for the benefit of the cestuis que trust themselves that 
the power of trustees to employ sgents should not be too narrowly limited. 
The mere suspicion that something was wrong was not sufficient to deprive 
a solicitor of his right to accept psyment out of the trust estate. His 
lordship then referred to Keene v. Robarts (4 Madd. 332) aad Gray v. 
Johnston (16 W. R. 842, L. R. 3H. L. 1). Therefore, a solicitor dealing 
with a trustee, and having no notice of any breach of trust on bis part, was 
clearly entitled to deal with him and to accept payment from him. Ge 
was not entitled to call upon the trustee to uce his accounts before 
accepting payment. Bat supposing he did know of a breach of trust, 
was he thereby precluded accepting payment? That would be a 
formidable doctrine, not only in regard to solicitors, but to auctioneers 
and stockbrokers, who would be precluded from deducting their com- 
miesion on business done for trustees. It was difficult to come to 
such a conclusion; and to hie lordship’s mind, in order to prevent a 
solicitor from accepting payment out of the trust estate, you must brip 
home to him knowledge that at the time of such payment the trustee 
been guilty of such a breach of trust as to preclude him from resorting to 
the trust estate for the payment of costs. Here the executor improperly 
attempted to acquire a part of the trust estate for his own use and 
and no case was made out against the solicitors. Down to the time of the 
sale by auction, at which the trastee aod executor through an agent 
attempted to acquire the property for his owa use, they seemed to have 
advised him quite properly. If he desired to do so he should have applied 
to the court, and the fact that, contrary to their advice, he so acted 
seemed to have come upon them by surprise. On the facte of the case 
his lordship could not come to the conclasion that the solicitors were 
parties to any fraud or breach of trust whatever. No doubt they had 
notice that the trustee had committed a breach of trust, but they had not 
had notice that he was guilty of such a breach of trust as woul 
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sufficient to render the solicitors able as constructive trustees, and to fix 
them with Hability to repay what they bad received. The application, 
therefore, failed, and mast be dismissed with ocoste.—CounseL, W. F, 
Robinson, Q.C., and HZ. Ford; H. B. Buckley, Q.C., and Levett, Soxicrrors, 
W. Foster ; Bower, Cotton, & Bower. 








LAW SOCIETIES. 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
Sprciat GanzraL, Merino. 


A special general meeting of the Incorporated Law Society was held 
on Friday, the 27th ult., at the —— Hall, Chancery-lane, the 
Paesrpent (Mr. H. Markby) taking the chair. 


Crarmimat Evipence Bru. 


In pursuance of notice, Mr. E. Krusee (London) asked as follows :— 
‘* What the council have taken (if any) in support of Lord Bram- 
well’s Bill, enabling all accused persons to give evidence ? ” 

The Prestpent: In the previous session we presented a petition. We 
have not presented a petition in the present session, nor do the council 
think it n to do so. 

At a subsequent period of the meeting 

Mr. Kiwsgr moved the following resolution, of which he had given 
notice :—‘‘ That as the Bill to enable all accused persons to give evidence 
has been brought into the House of Commons by the Attorney-General, 
this society do place in the hands of the Attorney-General a petition in 
support thereof, but praying at the same time for the re-introduction of 
the measure facilitating appeals in criminal cases.” He said that at the 
provincial meeting of the society at Bath a resolution was unanimously 
adopted in favour of the proposition to allow accused to give 
evidence. He thought it would be useful if the society would present a 
short petition. Really there ought to be a court of appeal. Now that 
the question was before the House, he did not see why some clauses 
should not be introduced, or a short Bill providing for an appeal in 
criminal cases. He was certain of the advan it would be to accused 
persons. There was a pes of appeal in civil cases; why should there 
not be a similar power in criminal cases ? 

The resolution was not seconded. 


Crna AppgaAt BILu. 


Mr. Krwser asked the —, question, of which he had given 
notice:—‘‘ What steps the council have taken (if any) towards the 
establishment of a court of criminal appeal, Bills for which have been 
introduced heretofore by responsible Governments of both political 
parties ?’’ 

The Prestpent: The council have taken no steps with regard to that. 
They do not consider it a matter in which they should interfere. 


Juptcrat Oznsure on Soxicrrors. 


Mr. Krusee, in accordance with notice, asked: ‘‘ What checks the 
council suggest upon unwarrantable — cast by the bench upon 
solicitors who have no right of audience ?’’ 

The Presipent: We have no suggestion to make upon that point. We 
have not received from any persons any information upon the 
point, or any complaint with regard to the statements made in court. 


Ms. Wa. Turner. 

Mr. Kruser further asked: ‘‘ What the council have done towards the 
—— and assistance of Mr. Wm. Turner, of Newcastle-under-Lyne, 

his contest with Mr. Jordan, the county court judge ?”’ 

Mr. J. ANpERson Rose asked whether that case was not sub judice, and 
whether they had any right to discuss as a court of. appeal the decision of 
the judges. He thought this was the most libellous statement he had ever 
seen with re to a case that was sub judice, and he did not think the 
meeting ought to go into it at all. 

The Prestpent: There is nothing for discussion. It is simply a ques- 
tion asked, which I think I can answer. My answer will not refer in any 
way to what has passed in court. I have mply to say that we had cer- 
tain memoranda and — forwarded to us, a request that we should 
forward them to the Lord Chancellor, and that we have done. 

At a subsequent period of the meeting 

Mr. Kiuser moved: ‘* That Mr. Wm. Turner, of Newcastle-under-Lyne, 
a member of this society, be indemnified out of the funds of the society 
for any costs, charges, and ex; he may incur in his contest with Mr. 
Jordan, the county court judge.” He said, in reply to Mr. Anderson 
Rose, that the case was not sub judice. But even if it were, he should 
contend that, as members of the society on behalf of another member, 
they had a perfect right to discuss the question. This was a matter 
affecting them all, and it very ly affected the administra- 
tion of justice on behalf of the public. The case was decided by the 
Divisional Court on the previous Monday ; but, with all deference to their 
opinion, and the decision of another court, it was to os eee interest 
that the decisions of the courts should be openly and publicly discussed, 
and he thought they were perfectly —8 in ae eae of all, 
the decision of the county court judge, and, secondly, the ion of the 
Divisional Court. To say the least, it was a very hard thing for Mr. 
Turner to be so summarily committed for con of court. Bu 
curiously enough, the case against him, as to the Di 


Court, had not been wholly and completely presented, avd that through 
po faylt of Mr, Turner. 


that when it came on in the Divi- 


sional Court he was met by two affidavits which were allowed to be read 
him without his ay typ BE dg - 

ee ee , er alleged that if he had 

to answor these wits he could have done so most completely. But he 
upon the affidavits for or 


In the case Mr. said that it affected 
and was therefore most im it. It was an application for a new 
tnal. It ap that a verdict had been given Mr. Turner for £10, 
which his t, Mre. Madders, alleged he had 


i 


taking the opinion of counsel. It was tried before a jury in 
court. Previously to this he (Mr. Kimber) had known nothing 
Turner, but he knew about the case of Mrs. Madders, 
from his own knowledge of its voluminous character he could 
£10 would be a small fee indeed for even the perusal of 
of the papers. he (Mr. Kimber) had 
before fr Turner was 
cation for a new trial, the county court judge said, to quote from 
to grant a new trial after the finding of the } 
to it a new ury upon a very 
issue of fact. Mr. Turner 
aetion should be decided against . 4 
answer. That was a general allegation against the character 
tising solicitor. ae oe must have known 
local solicitor and . 
Mr. Turner, on that remark being made, protested, and 
the present time he had issued a summons against Mrs. 
ee, “ fis honour said he might now say that if 
left to him he should have found the — 

did.“ Ifthe judg had stopped there there w not 
to complain of beyvud his previous mistake. But he con 
held that the defendant got the £10 on the pretence of 
opinion of Queen’s Counsel, which he did not get. Mr. 
that is a most unjust ⁊ 

Mr. Fincu (London) rose to order. This 
in which they were really sitting in judgment upon one of the su r 
courts of the realm who had heard the case fully argued and had come to 
a decision with which it could not be in the power of the society to 
interfere. How could they be asked to 
who one of the su courts of ope 
insul one of the tribunals of realm? He would move that Mr. 
Kimber be no further heard. 
P Mr. — the society Tight hed th gh 
ecision of the e. What appeal, 
right had Mr. eis. to it before them 
motion that Mr. Kimber be no er heard, because he considered he 
was doing the profession an enormous amount of mischief. 
4J Riunen asserted that he was conferring on the profession a great 

vantage 
Mr. H. E. Drrron (London) said Mr. Kimber was perfectly in order. He 
believed the law had been laid down as it would not have been in the 
case of any other man, and that he was prepared to maintain. 
He had read the judgment of Mr. Justice Oave—— 

The Presipent: I do not think you must make any observations upon 
the judgment of Mr. Justice Oave. I do not understand Mr. Kim 
to have done that; he seems to have avoided that as much as possible. 
You must take my . I do not think I can allow any observations 
on the judgment of Mr. Justice Oave. 

Mr. objected to the matter being proceeded with further. 
The Present: Upon that point you must take my ruling. An injus- 
tice done to a solicitor is surely a proper subject to bring before the 


Mr. Buunt (London) pointed out that if the resolution were carried it 
would amount to a vote of censure on the council because the council had not 
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the resolution they would be 

thing Mr. Kimber would avoid—uph \. 
Apart from that, it was extremely unbecoming for the general body of 
solicitors to argue whether a j 
Mr. Bartietr, (London) said that no one had a right to move 
a speaker be not heard whilst he was 
for i at anes It w therefore nogatived 

or it an was . 

Mr. Krusee then referred to the case of Mr. Stuckey, of ton. 
Stuckey had moved for a receiver in a case of foreclosure in w! 
plaintiff, and Mr. Justice Kay had remarked, ‘‘I am ashamed 
rofessional man should have made the motion.” Thereupon Mr. 
had immediately got up and sald, “T think you hare boen treating me 
a tee But did they suppose that Mr. Justice Kay - 
mitted Mr. for contempt? At the hearing of the case, which 
tried before another j Mr. Stuckey had fully 
tion, and his conduct been amply 
been Gast the Gapenaens & Oe en er the whole of B 
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and gave away bills with from the London papers 
headed “ and disgraceful conduct of a Brighton solicitor.” 
That showed how f these observations of the judges might be used 
against solicitors. It be an ae ee 

to Mr. Turner and in the interests of j and the Divisional 

the county court judge, that a should go forth to the 


public of an ex parte character. He believed that every solicitor 
Mr. Frere: Yes; but my remark was 
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wished the case to be properly heard. Sut how could it be when the 
affidavits were sprung upon him as had been statel ? It was hard for Mr. 
Turner, that he should not only bave julgment given against him with 
costs, but that the judgment of the Divisional Court should have been 
founded on evidence which could have been ccsily answered. He quite 
that Mr. Turner committed a contempt of court, but the con- 
tempt —*2 upon the amount of provocation received. Were they to 
allow it to go forth to the world that it was a just thing for a judge on 
the bench to accuse a solicitor, first of all of being a person who quarrelled 
with every verdict against him, and then as a person who had obtained 
money by false pretences. He was afraid that if they did not make some 
protest they would have it said that they were afraid to stand up for 
their rights, and, whatever the judges or other persons chose to say, they 
were obliged to lie down and submit to be kicked. The time had come 
for me a formal respectful protest against this sort of thing, and he 
believed they would be backed up by public opinion. 
Mr. Dirron seconded the motion, observing that Mr. Turner had said 
of the judge’s words, ‘‘ That is a most unjust remark,” and it was an 
unjust remark. It was the bounden duty of the society to stand by Mr. 


er. 

Mr. E. Harpy Tornam (Brighton) asserted that Mr. Turner had dis- 
proved the accusation of the county court judge, and was the society 
to sit still and bear such an accnsation in silence? Why did the judge 
release Mr. Turner when two days of his sentence had expired ? 

Mr. Rosz said that Mr. Turner paid the fine. 

Mr. Tuaner: Iam Mr. Turner, and I say I did not pay the fine. If I 
had been committed for six months I would not have paid the fine. 

Mr. Toruam said that if the solicitor was falsely accused, why should 
not the judge apologize on its being proved? He felt that the country 
eolicitors had to look to the society for protection. 

Mr. J. Warrer (London) thought there was a very great principle 
involved in the matter. Solicitors were too much in the habit of sub- 
mitting quietly to be handicapped. It was a new step in the direction of 
crushing them and keeping 2 in subjection if the judges were to be 
permitted to make these remarks unchallenged and —22 of the society 
were to be found to defend them. 

Mr. Sprncer Wurrenezap (London) thought that Mr. Turner had been 
treated very hardly. At the same time, that was not a question for a 
general meeting unless and until the case had been laid before the council 
and they had been requested to consider it, and their decision had been 
made known. If the council had been asked and had refused to do so, 
then it would rightly come before the meeting; but until that had been 
done it should not be brought before them. He would move as an 
amendment ‘That, if any application be received by the council from 
Mr. Turner with regard to the matter referred to in the motion, they be 
requested to consider it and report thereon to the society in general meet- 
ing, and that the council be empowered in the meanwhile to take such 
action as may appear to be open to them.” 

Mr. B. J. ‘rERE (London) seconded the amendment. He said there 
could not be the least doubt of the importance of the case, and if it could 
be brought forward in a tangible shape, so that they could act, there could 
not be the least hesitation on the part of the council or of the society to do 
their very best in regard to it. The motion was to the effect that Mr. 
Turner should be indemnified, and it did not seem exactly to meet the 
requirements of the case. The decision had been made, and it would be 
difficult to deal with it in this way, but if Mr. Turner would send his 
papers in to the council, the case would receive consideration. 

r. Krner accepted the amendment. 

Mr. W. Metmotrx Watters (London) doubted whether any appeal 
would lie from Mr. Justice Cave’s decision. It appeared to him that the 
council could not do anything further. 

Mr. Frere said that when the council had the papers they would readily 
see if anything could be done either by appeal or remonstrance. In any 
event, they ought not to sit down quietly under it. 

Mr. Watrsrs observed that Mr. Turner was apparently defending in 
person ; therefore he (Mr. Walters) did not know that they were quite 
justified in taking the remarks made to him as levelled against the whole 
of the profession. They were rather made in his position as defendant. 
—2* he (Mr. Walters) had not gone into the case, and should be glad 
0 do 80, 

Mr. Macuen (London) said the subject affected every member of the 
profession. It ought not to depend upon Mr. Turner's question of will 
whether the council should take the matter up. 

Mr. Desenxam (London) said he had more than once heard barristers 
insult the judges decidedly and unequivocally and no comment had been 
made. But because a solicitor stood up when he was insulted, a heavy 
penatly was inflicted upon him. 

Mr. Ross said they were trying the case over again. Was the judge's 
remark unjust or not? It was brought before the judges of the Divisional 
Court, and Mr. Justice Oave had said it would be impossible for justice to 
be administered with decorum if any disappointed suitor could say what 
be liked, and that Mr. Turner had insisted in holding to the words and 
had refused to apologize. Mr. Justice Cave and Mr. Justice Smith had 
found that the motion for the certiorari should not issue, that the county 
court judge and the jury were right, and that there was no ground for 
moving for that writ. What was the society going to do? Were they 
going to sit in appeal on the Divisional Court? Solicitors must be 
amenable to the tribunals as well as other persons. He held that the 
society had no right to go into the particulars, and that the council would 
be badly advised if they entertained the proposition when it wag submitted 


to them 
ngR (Newcastle.ynder-Lyne) said he had Rractised as a 


court before. He was sued for £10. The cause of action was for £10 


received on a certain day—nothing else was in the claim. The woman 
came on the hearing and said that he had received the amount for the 
purpose of obtaining Queen’s Counsel’s opinion. He was taken by 
surprise at this, and was not pre’ to rebut any such statement, and 
although he had the papers there, and defended himeelf as well as 
possible, stating that he had a bill of costs of £18 or £20 against her, 
and suggesting that the bill should be gone through, and if it was 
ascertained that any money was due from him in any form it should be 
paid over, the judge refused. He would not listen to him or look at 
the bill of costs, and said the question was aye or no whether he (Mr. 
Turner) received this £10 for the purpose of obtaining Queen’s Counsel’s 
opinion. Upon that the jury had found a verdict. Feeling that the 
plaintiff had told an untruth, he took out a summons against her for 
perjury. The day of hearing came on, and it occurred to him that in an 
important matter like this, which had ap in the papers, he was 
justified in applying for a new trial on some further evidence, and he 
accordingly did so. He bad been about ten minutes opening the case 
when the judge told him he had been half-an-hour. and said, 
“How long are you going to be?” He (Mr. Turner) had replied, 
‘It is a matter which affects my personal honour, and I must ask 
your hovour to hear it patiently through.” He said, ‘‘ Well, you 
can have all day.” He (Mr. — proceeded, and the jud e then 
delivered his judgment. He (Mr. er) got up simply for the 
urpose of telling him that which he had forgotten before, that he 
had thought fit to take out a summons for perjury against Mrs. 
Madders, as it was a most serious matter affecting him. Upon that the 
judge had charged him with obtaining this money, practically, under 
false pretences, and said, ‘‘ And I venture to say that you did obtain 
this £10 from this woman under the pretence that you had to get Queen’s 
Counsel’s opinion, and did not get it.” He said it loudly in a fall 
court, barristers and solicitors being present. He (Mr. Turner) then said 
in the heat of the moment, ‘That is a most unjust remark.’’ That was 
the only remark he made, and the judge said, ‘‘I fine you £5, or six 
days. It is a es contempt of court.” Then he said, ‘This 
fine must be inflicted. No man has any right to tell me that. 
Officer, he must not leave the court without paying. A warrant 
must be made out for committing him to Stafford if it is not 
paid.” That was said in loud and emphatic language. The judge 
said subsequently, ‘‘Now, sir, you insulted me publicly in this 
court, and if you apologize publicly I will not issue the warrant to 
send you to Stafford.” Then he (Mr. Turner) said: ‘‘I am very much 
obliged,”’ and proceeded to point out that the remark wes made in great 
haste, in consequence of something he had said. Before he had finished 
his sentence, and he had intended to go as far as he could in apologizing, 
the judge said nothing could justify a solicitor in publicly insulting a 
judge on the bench. He (Mr. Turner) said: ‘‘ You forced me to say it. 
“‘T force you, sir?” ‘In my opinion, you did,” and he (Mr. Turner) said 
he could not, after that, apologize. The judge said: ‘‘ Well, either apolo- 
gize, or don’t. I don’t care which.’ He (Mr. Turner) asked the es | 
whether that was the way in which a solicitor of the High Court shoul 
be treated—whether he should be humiliated and disparaged in that man- 
ner, and then be allowed to say nothing—to be fined £5, and then com- 
mitted to Stafford Gaol. He would rather go there for six months than 
endure such an insult to his profession and himself. He had taken out a 
summons for perjury, and had before him what Mrs Madder’s counsel 
had said. He had said that no one could come to any other conclusion 
than that his (Mr. Turner’s) denial was perfectly right, and that defendant 
was wrong when she said the money had been paid for the express pur- 
pose of feeing counsel. The receipt distinctly stated that it was paid on 
account of costs, and there hed been nothing improper on his (Mr. 
Turner’s) part. The report of the perjury summons, as it appeared in 
the newspapers, had completely exculpated him from the charge of false 
pretence. But the fact remained that he had been compelled to pay £10 
in costs. He was in Stafford Gaol from Thursday night to Saturday 
morning. During the time he was there a habeas corpus was applied for, 
but on the day he came out the judge sent a discharge, so that the pro- 
ceeding was done with. He (Mr. Turner) had thought it necessary that 
the certiorari should be applied for, and it had come on for hearing as they 
had heard. He had the shorthand notes of the case, and the charge that 
Mr. Justice Cave had made was that he had committed a most flagrant, 
deliberate, and wilful insult. It appeared to him (Mr. Turner) that he had 
suffered a very great wrong, and he came to the society und asked them to 
clear him as far as ble from the consequences of the fearful charge 
which had been made against him, and the wrong which had been done. 
Mr. Sruckey (Brighton) took exception te Mr. Rose’s position. Bolici- 
tors had to live by their reputation. He (Mr. wena: ad suffered ina 
somewhat similar way, and he could tell them that the suffering a 
solicitor went through when he felt he could not bring his conduct 
before the whole of the public after it had been sounded throughout the 
length and breadth of the land was indescribable. _ f 
e amendment was then put as a substantive motion and unanimously 
adopted. . 

r. Frere suggested that if, when a member was attacked in this way 
he would report it to the council and put them in action, it would be ex- 
tremel ‘ul. In this case the matter had been allowed to stand over 
until it became stale, and it was often impossible, after the lapse of a 
considerable time, to do anything. There were several cases in which, if 
they had been brought to the notice of the council at the time, he had no 
doubt pomsthing could have been done. j 

Mr. Tugngn said he called upon the secretary and laid the case 
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Avprence or Soraorrons 1x Carman Oases anp Oounty Oovrt Arrzrats, | to prevent a solicitor opening his mouth in court. It was simply a regu- 
The following notice stood on the of business :— on of the benchers, a mere body of private indi was 
Mr. Krenzer will move “That a petition be presented to Parliament by | time the solicitors had the freedom todo so. Then there be an 
this society in favour of allowing solicitors to act as advocates in all | immense advan to the client if his story could be taken er . 
criminal cases, and in favour of the insertion of clauses in the Oounty his own lips by the man who had to address the court, instead hating 
Court Consolidation Bill providing for solicitors being heard as advocates to be supplied to him in writing. 
in the High Court in appeals from county courts, and also providing for| Mr. Kruzr seconded the resolution, to the opening words of 
other improvements proposed by this society’s County Court Committee, | the Solicitor-General’s when he stated that the Government were 
and by the Council.” about to introduce a Bill to facilitate the transfer of land, and he thought, 
Mr. Krvser: I think you have already answered that. as it was likely to interfere with the interests of the solicitor branch of the 
The Prestpent: Yes ; but do not be under a wrong impression. There | profession, some com ought to be offered them. It was +r 
was no suggestion as to the right of audience in appeals in county court | that solicitors di; their hands too deeply into the pockets the 
cases, because the committee did not approve of providing for citors | public, and that their services were too well They ought to be on the 


being heard as advocates in the High Court on appeal. 

Mr. Kimner: Then I will move the resolution. 

Mr. Saunpzrs (Birmingham) said it was, perhaps, right Mr. Kimber 
should know that there were two clauses in the committee’s es of im- 
portance to the profession. One had for its object to get rid of that very 
absurd restriction under which solicitors were placed, that of being unable 
to act as advocates of other solicitors unless they descended to a very mean 
subterfuge. The other was the right of a solicitor to appeal in his own 
county court cases just as was the practice in bankruptcy. Originally the 
committee were entirely in favour of these clauses, but at the last mee’ 
the majority were of opinion that these two clauses should be elim 
from the recommendations. The report came before the Council and he 
had moved the restoration of both these clauses. The first had been 
to almost unanimously. The result had been that the Grand Committee 
on Law, at their —— — — had decided to inaert that alteration in 
the County Court Consolidation Act. So that for the future the profession 
was liberated from the disagreeable necessity of handing over their clients 
to the county court advocate or descending to the mean subterfuge of his 
appearing to represent the client which he really did not do. “ft was a 
subject of regret to him that the other alteration was not also adopted, 
but it was part of a much larger question. He thought Mr. Kimber acted 
with very considerable wisdom in refraining from putting that forward as 
an independent motion now. 

The motion was withdrawn. 


County Courts. 


Mr. Krauser asked pursuant to notice: “ What do the council propose 
on the subject of county court reform ? ’’ 

The Prestpent: The report containing the suggestions of a committee 
of the society has been forwarded to the Lord Chancellor, and we have 
received from his lordship an answer acknowledging its receipt. I think 
he declines to introduce any clauses into his Bill—the Oonsolidation Bill 
now before Parliament—but we hope he will be prepared at an early day 
to put forward a Bill embracing some at all events of these suggestions. 

Mr. F. K. Munton had given notice to ask: ‘‘ Whether the recom- 
mendations of the County Court Committee have been favourably received 
by the Lord Chancellor, and what steps the council are taking in reference 
thereto ?’’ but as the president had already answered the question he with- 
drew it. 

Fusion OF THE PROFESSION. 


Mr. Kueer in accordance with notice asked: ‘‘ What steps the council 
have taken (if any) in support of a measure for the fusion of both branches 
of the legal profeesion ?”” 

The Prestpent: They have taken none whatever. The matter has not 
been sufficiently considered to render it right that they should do so. 

At a subsequent period of the meeting 

Mr. James Watter (London) moved a resolution of which he had given 
notice as follows: ‘‘ That in the interest of the public the time has arrived 
when the proposition ef fusion of the two branches of the profession of the 
law, as shadowed forth by the Solicitor-General in his recent speech at 
Birmingham, should be adopted.’’ He spoke at great.length as to the 
desirability of fusion, referring to the discussion which had already taken 
place with reference to the case of Mr. W. Turner as a proof that solicitors 
were placed in a different position from barristers, and said that they 
must emancipate themselves if they wished to take their proper place, 
and he could not see that the solicitor should be content with 
anything short of the freedom which was possessed by the barrister. 
There appeared to be a disposition to cede to them some measure of that 
freedom, and the necessities of the case would force it forward. They 
must move with the times, and he could not understand on what prin- 
ciple a solicitor was heard in the police courts whilst at 
he was ignored. He based his plea for a change, not exclusively on the 
interests of the profession, but those of the public, for it was most absurd, 
from their point of view, that in every case, great or smal], they should 
have to pay two people to do the work of one. In many cases com- 
mercial men were led to say that it was better to submit to certain loss 
than to subject themselves to litigation with a certain expense, whether 
they gained their cause or lost it. He believed the profession were all 
losers by it, and that the amount of litigation was reduced to a minimum 
because they had not the courage to speak out for thei rights, and to 

emancipate themselves by a little public spirit. The Solicitor-General, in 
his speech at Birmingham, had that, in his opinion, the fusion of the 
two branches of the profession would be for the benefit of all—the public 
aswell, The sub-division of the labour of litigation was essential, but it 
was curious that the Legislature should enact qualifications for the com- 
Plete practice of the law, and should the persons so ae and not 
allow them to practise the whole of their ession. e public were 

losers thereby, and to have the rule enforced that a barrister should 
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ought to shew the public that it did not mean length 
but that it meant a and purer administration of pane. 
asserted the necessity of urging the consideration of the appear 
ing on appeals in bankruptcy cases upon the Government, and expressed 
himself gratified that the measure was likely to be re-introduced this 
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session, 

Mr. Barrierr (London) hoped the resolution would be n 
large majority. He was one of the many who regretted that very ill- 
advised speech of the Solicitor-General. aS the contention that 
the work of the two branches could be divided between two 
each taking one branch, he urged that it was quite unworkable in view o 
the ordinary business the solicitor had to transact ; 
solicitors suffer under several disadvantages, but the public would suffer 
terribly. Judges would always give much greater attention to the 
barrister than to the solicitor. 

Mr. Munron said that in a thin meeting like the present the question 
could not be properly debated. There were not per cent. of the 
Lonion members present, to say nothing of the country members, and it 
ought to be brought forward at a provincial meeting, where they were 
sure of a large audience. He then moved the following amendment, of 
which he had given notice :—‘‘ That this meeting, without expressing any 
opinion as to the desirability of ‘fusion,’ is of opinion that the oped 
privileges enabling barristers to become solicitors should be made : 
procal.”” They ought, as solici to give full reasons on either side in 
neither of which should they fear the light of publicity and criticism, and 
there ought to be an adjournment before coming to a final opinion upon 
the question in order that the reasons might be ly discussed by mem- 
bers of the profession who could not be present, so that a 
arrive at the real opinion of the profession. He believed everybody 
their side of the profession was agreed that they had not been treated 
fairly on the question of going to the bar, and he believed there were 
many members of the bar—certainly a7 members of the bench—who 
thought that solicitors ought to be entitled to go to the other side if 
felt it to be convenient. e barrister had simply to pass the —s 8 
final examination without any period of probation to make a 
solicitor, whilst the solicitor was required to be struck off the rolls, and re- 
main idle for a year before he could practise at the bar, and he could not 
see any reason why a man who — the society’s exami: 
which were much stiffer than those of the bar, should not have the pri- 
visens of oatag to te Oe at once on passing the bar final . 
Let them, if they could, get rid of the one year’s 
could talk about fusion, but in any case it would 
a resolution which should attempt to bind the profession on the qu 
of fusion. He hoped the subject would be dealt with at the next pro- 
vincial meeting, and if no one else would write a paper on it he would 
undertake to do so. 

Mr. Guinuam Keen seconded the amendment. He said that for many 
years past he had written and m against amalgamation. He had 
done so at the Oxford meeting fourteen years ago, and he had been 
instructed by his colleagues shortly afterwards, 5* the resolution 
had come up to the council, to pre a Bill for provi for 
immediate transfer from the solicitor branch to the bar. That B 
was an armistice. It placed the two branches upon an equal footing. On 
receiving that draft Bill, and before taking it into Parliament, the council 
communications once more to the inns of court, and they had 
knocked off two from the three years’ probation. The council 


most improper to 


H 


that at the time, but these ents were not, of course, for all 4 
He was clearly of opinion that solicitors should have the right of going to 
the bar im ly, just as the barristers had of coming to the 

branch. He had been su by the Zimes and several other news- 


rs, It had been said that the Solicitor-General, who had taken the 
Cer ws. was entirely in favour of fusion. — 
pleasure of attending the Jubilee dinner at the Law Oourts the 
Attorney-General express himeelf in terms against fusion ; but he 
(the Attorney-General) had said that he in favour of what, to bs, hed 
them, had always been the right of the solicitor, to change to the 
immediately if he thought he had made a mistake. He (Mr, Keen) 
thought that was what they all wanted, and the time had come when they 
had a Conservative Solicitor-General talking about fusion. Surely there 
ought not to be required the year’s ‘probation for the solicitor if 
barrister oan change at once. He w of that 
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mistake, in bis opinion they would have got all that they wanted and all 
that they need. 

Mr. O. T. Savnpzrs, in supporting the amendment, adverted to the fact 
that the late Mr. Edwin Wilkins Field, a former eminent member of the 
society, was the first solicitor who, thirty years ago, challenged the right 
of the bar to impose the then very severe restrictions on the right of 
solicitors to proceed to the bar. The perusal of his paper on the 
autocracy of the bar, and of another paper published some years later by 
Mr. Jevons, of Liv 1, on the relations between the two branches of 
the profession, had led to his forming the views in favour of a modified 
fusion which he held — viz., that the practice in the legal profession 
should be assimilated to that of the medical profession; the liberty to 

in either branch at will being made dependent entirely on 
student obtaining by education and examination the requisite qualifi- 
cations. He would preserve the existing institutions of the inns of 
court and their own society, which had done so much in the past for the 
advancement of eolicitors. This end would be best attained by some such 
scheme as that which hed been promoted by Lord Selborne fifteen years 
ago, and which only failed through the opposition of a portion of the 
senior bar. Lord Selborne, in a letter written after the delivery of Sir 
Edward Olarke’s speech, had referred to his own efforts to raise the 
status of solicitors, and hed significantly added that when the public was 
satisfied that the cost ot litigation would be materially reduced by the 
fusion of the two branches, then it would certainly come to pass. Mr. 
Saunders referred, in conclusion, to the bequest of £10,000 by Mr. 
Justice Quain for the purpose of legal education as affording a probable 
mity for reviving Lord Selborne’s proposal for a joint and 
improved system of legal education. 

r. H. Roscoz (London) pointed out that the barrister also was com- 
pelled to be of five years’ eo order to take advan of the 
regulation permitting him to be admitted a solicitor. If the five years’ 

e were got rid of, men would go to the bar with the object of trans- 
ferring themselves to the solicitor branch as soon as they were called. 

Mr. Rosg would like to know what was to prevent the migration of 
solicitors and barristers backwards and forwards perpetually? He had 
never heard many solicitors who could conduct a case decently. Fusion 
would propose to let loose 7,000 barristers to see clients, and if ever a pro- 
feasion met together for the purpose of committing suicide that was the 
case now. He was entirely opposed to fusion. 

Mr. Watrer accepted the amendment, observing that almost all over 
the globe solicitors and barristers were united and had a common practice. 

The amendment was unanimously agreed fo. 


Resoiutions or THE Counci.—Eventnc Meerinos. 


The following notices of motion had been given by Mr. H. Keene 
(London), but, as he was not present, they were not proceeded with :— 
**(1) That the council of the society shall not pass any resolution having 
any bearing upon public political concerns. (2) That in future at least 
one of the general meetings of the society in each year shall be held not 
earlier than six o’clock p m.” 

The meeting terminated with a vote of thanks to the president, moved 
by Mr. Muxrox and seconded by Mr. Newman (London). 





LAW ASSOCIATION, 


At a meeting of the directors held at the hall of the Incorporated Law 
Society, on Thursday, the 3rd inst.—the following being present, viz., Mr. 
Boodle (chairman), Mesers. Collisson, Desborough, jun., Hedger, Nisbet, 
Sawtell, Styan, Sidney Smith, Spencer Whitehead, and Arthur Carpenter 
(secretary)—grantsof £15 were made to two non-members and the — 
general business was transacted. 








THE LAND TRANSFER BILL, 1888. 


TuxCouncil of the Incorporated Law Soclety have ciroulated a ‘‘ Memorandum 
on the Proposal to make Registration of Title Compulsory,” by Mr. N. T. 
Lawrence, a member of the Council, in which he says :—‘' The Scheme of 
tion of Title is pro ded as a means for rendering the transfer 

of land easy, prompt, and — which muat be an object of desire to all 
who wish to sell or buy or mort land. Landowners and land purchasers 
and dealers in land are not so different from other persons that they will 
neglect any system which gives them what they want. Schemes for regis- 
tration of title have failed hitherto because they have been found to render 
the transfer of land not pt, easy, or cheap; bat difficult, tedious, and 
If the scheme now pry should fulfil ite promiee it will be 
acted upon by dealers in land. If not it ought not to be forced upon them. 
Com may be said to be elther supe: fiaous or tyrannical, The pro- 
to make registration of title compulsory, though op to 

is obnoxious, ally to two different classes 

whose objects are opposite, and who may be considered to stand at the two 
extreme ends of the scale of landowners, viz. :—First, the landowner who, 
having inherited a landed estate from his family, desires neither to sell nor 
to buy nor to mortgage, but is anxious, and perhaps makes it the main 
ject of his life, to maintain his family estate during his life, and to 
hand it down at his death to his successors, not only unimpaired, bat im- 
Secondly, the dealer in or owner of small plots of land, to 
it is essential that he should be able to sell or eae Se the 
promptitude and at little cost. The aim of the Land er Bill 
every owner of land to become a registered proprietor of his 
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compel 
which means that the name of the landowner 1s to bz registered as the 
of certain land which is to be described in the register, In order 





to understand what this involves let us for the moment dismiss all 
—“ en see what * —— = gree who — 
registe: & possessory y, W would, according 
Bill, require no investigation into the past title to or ownership in the land. 
The precise mode in which this is to be done is not laid down in the Bill, 
but is to be prescribed by rules to be promulgated after the Bill had 
If we take as our guide Lord Cairns’ Land Transfer Act, 1875, and the rules 
published under it, we may form a reliable conjecture of the steps which 
will be necessary. They will be as follows :—The applicant is to deposit 
in the e following papers—viz., first, a written application for 
registration ; secondly, a cular description of the land, and a tracing 
on linen of the ordnance map on the 25-inch scale or such other map as the 
registrar may declare to be a public map ; thirdly, the last conveyance or 
other document under which the applicant's title is derived ; fourthly, a 
declaration by the applicant and his solicitor verifying the description, and to 
the effect that the applicant is entitled in fee simple, and that the doou- 
ments of title left comprise the last document under which the applicant’s 
title is derived. When the pnd is satisfied with the declaration and 
— aan ean — > —2* a have been * * 
the reg , the trar is to re; e applicant with a possessory 
which is done by entering in the register the name of the proprietor, and a 
copy of the schedule, and a copy of the extract from the public map. Now 
let us apply this process to the case of the first class of landowner whom we 
have mentioned, and let us see what would have to be done by a peer 
or country gentleman in order to make himself the registered proprietor of 
his estate. His land t or surveyor must prepare a schedule of 
bie estate, and must make this schedule correspond with the numbers 
on the ordnance map, sheets of which must be purchased for the 
purpose. A copy the schedule, and a tracing on linen of the 
ordnance map, must be made and carried into the registry, and the 
registrar is then to make another copy and tracing for his register. 
The landowner’s solicitor must examine the title deeds and 
himself what document of title will best answer the requirements of the 
registry, and draw and complete the required declaration verifying that 
document, and verifying the schedale and map, which he must compare 
for the purpose ; and he muat attend at the registry to leave the document 
of title, the schedule, map, and declaration, and must again attend to 
answer inquiries, to see that the registration is daly completed, and to take 
back his documents. The expenses, which must be paid by the landowner, 
will comprise a percen on the value and fees for making copies for the 
oy ee! the schedules and maps, to be paid to the registry, the 
of the t or surveyor, the charges of the solicitor. The work 
to be done by the land agent or surveyor in putting an estate on the 
register is similar to that which is necessary on putting up an estate for 
le by auction, and is not likely to be less expensive. For all this 
ex the landowner who does not desire to sell or mortgage his estate 
will derive no advantage, even if the scheme of registration of title should 
be found to all the merits attributed to it. On the contrary, he 
will be injared in at least two respects, viz :—(1) He will be ex to the 
tisk of losing his land if the registrar should by mistake transfer any part 
of it to another person, so that time, instead of working as hitherto in his 
favour and strengthening his title by long possession, will now be working 
against bim by multiplying the chances of mistake. (2) On every 
devolution of o p, by will or otherwise, each successor must be 
registered ae proprietor in lieu of his predecessor, and expense must 
necessarily be ijacurred on each occasion. To tarn to the case of the dealer 
ia small plots of land, the expense of the of first registration with a 
title, whatever be its amount, will be an addition to the present 
cost of transfer. The dealings with small plots of land are enormously 
frequent. They are assisted very much by winery | and other societies. 
From inquiries which have been made throughout the country it appears 
that the proportion of trapsactions in which the consideration money does 
not exceed £300 is nowhere less than one-half, and in some parte of the 
country as much as four-fifths of the total conveyancing business of the 
district. The cost of transfer is in these smali transactions almost 
in some cases not exceeding one guinea, in few exceeding three guineas. 
Any addition, however small, to the cost would greatly impede business of 
this character, and probably stop much of it. MKvidence to this effect was 
produced to Lord Cairns while the Land Transfer Act of 1875 was before 
Parliament, and it induced hie lordshtp to strike out from that measure the 
provisions, which it originally contained, rendering registration compulsory. 
Since that time small transactions have greatly increased, and evidence 
etill more cogent to the same effect can now be prodaced to Parliament if 
it is desired. A full consideration of the matters which have been shortly 
and imperfectly stated in this memorandum would show that to force 
registration of title by compulsory legislation upon landowners would be 
injurious alike to the owner of a family estate, who desires to keep and 
maintain it, to the dealer in land, who wishes to sell or buy rapidly and ia 
detail, and to the seller or buyer of a single small plot.” 








LEGAL NEWS. 


OBITUARY. 


Mr. Anrnur ALEXANDER Corsg.uis, solicitor, late of Wandsworth, died 
very suddenly at Torquay on the 27th ult. from heart disease. Mr. 
Corsellis was admitted a solicitor in 1850. For nearly thirty years he 
was clerk and solicitor to the Wandsworth District Board of Works, and 
to the county justices of the Wandsworth Division. He was also clerk tg 
the Commissioners of Taxes for West Brixton. He retired from practice 
at the end of 1884, and subsequently went to reside at Torquay, and took 
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an active interest in local and charitable affairs there. Mr. Oorsellis was 
at the time of his retirement associated in partnership with his son, Mr. 
Henry Nicholas Oorsellis, and Mr. Henry Mossop. 


APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Percy Putte Tavman, solicitor, of pen, has been appointed 
Registrar of the Bingham County Court (Circuit No. 18), in succession to 
the late Mr. Edwin Patchitt. Mr. Truman is an LL.B. of the University 
of London. He was admitted a solicitor ia 1871. , 


Mr. Cxuartzs Exton Lonemore, solicitor (of the firm of Longmore & 
Sworder), of Hertford, has been appointed County Treasurer for Hertford- 
shire. Mr. Longmore has been for several years treasurer for the Hertford 
division of the county. He was admitted a solicitor in 1879, and he is also 
town clerk of Hertford, and clerk to the borough and county magistrates, 
and the Commissioners of Taxes. His partner, Mr. Thomas Joseph 
Sworder, is coroner for the Hertford division, and clerk to the Hertford 
Board of Guardians. 


Mr. Ricnarp Joxn Warp, solicitor, of Lincoln, has been appointed 
Official Receiver in ew for the Lincoln and Boston districts, in 
succession to the late Mr. Thurstan George Dale. 


Mr. Frank Pasxert, solicitor, of Lowestoft, has been appointed Clerk 
to the Lowestoft Burial Board, in succession to the late Mr. William 
Chater. Mr. Peskett was admitted a solicitor in 1882. 


Mr. Perer Wii11amson Dumvitze, solicitor, of St. Albans, has been 
ao Clerk to the Trustees of St. Albans Grammar School, in succes- 

ion to Mr. Isaac Newton Edwards, resigned. Mr. Dumville is deputy 
ony of the peace for Hertfordshire. He was admitted a solicitor in 
1862. 


Mr. Franx Brake Lascertes Brat, solicitor (of the firm of Beal, 
Phillips, & Beal), of 49, Finsbury-pavement and of St. Albans, has been 
p agree Clerk to the Magistrates for the City of St. Albans, in succes- 

on to Mr. Isaac Newton Edwards, resigned. Mr. Beal was admitted a 
solicitor in 1880. 


Mr. Atexanper Francis Mackenzie Downtr, solicitor, of Alton, has 
been appointed by the High Sheriff of Hampshire (Mr. William Wick- 
ham), to be Under-Sheriff of that county for the ensuing year. Mr. 
Downie was admitted a solicitor in 1870. He is registrar of the Alton 
—* Court, and clerk to the county magistrates and the Commissioners 
of Taxes. 


Mr. Anrnurn Henry Cuanter, solicitor, of Wotton-under-Edge, has 
been appointed Clerk to the Governors of the Wotton-under- Edge 
Grammar School, in succession to his partner, the late Mr. Arthur Henry 
Turner. Mr. Chanter was admitted a solicitor in 1877. 


Mr, Epwarp Lams Wavez, solicitor (of the firm of Waugh & Musgrave), 
of Uockermouth, has been appointed by the High Sh of Cumberland 
(Mr. Heary Fraser Curwen) to be Under Sheriff of that country for the 
os year. Mr. Waugh is the son of Mr. Edward Waugh, solicitor, 
formerly M P. for Cockermouth. He was admitted a solicitor in 1873, 


Mr. Grorcs Fe.tuam, solicitor, of Portsmouth, Southsea, and Landport, 
has been appointed Solicitor to the Chichester and West Sussex Licensed 
Victuallers’ and Beer Retailers’ Association, Mr. Feltham was admitted 


a solicitor in 1870. 

Mr. Richarp Horton Smita, QC., has been appointed Examiner in 
Equity and the Law of Real and Personal Property at the University of 
London. Mr, Smith is the eldest son of Mr. Richard Smith, and elder 
brother of Mr. Lumley Smith, Q.C. He was born in 1834, and he was 
formerly fellow of St. John’s Cuilege, Cambridge, where he uated in 
the let class of the classical tripos, and also as a senior o e in 1856. 
He was called to the bar at Lincoln's Ian in Hilary Term, 1859, He 
became a Queen’s Counsel in 1877, and he has since practised in the court 
of Vice-Chancellor Bacon, and more recently before Mr. Justice Kay. 
Mr, Smith is a bencher of Lincoln’s Inn. 


Mr, Jonn Wrysrorp Pat.utipps, barrister-at-law, who has been elected 
M.P. for the Mid-Division of Lanarkshire in the Liberal interest, is the 
eldest son of the Rev. Sir John Erasmus Philll Bart. He was born in 
1860, and he was educated at Keble College, Oxford, where he graduated 
3ed_ class in Modern History ia 1882. He was called to the bar at the 
Middle Temple in July, 1886. 


Mr. Epwarp Waker Coren, solicitor (of the firm of Burrup & Coren), 
of Gloucester, has beea appointed by the High Sheriff of Gloucestershire 
(Sir William Henry Marling, Bart.) to be Uader Sheriff of that couaty for 

ensu year. Mr. is coroner for the U; Division of 

. He was admitted a solicitor in 1862, and he is in 

partnership with Mr. John Wakefield Barrup, who is registrar of the 
Archdeaconry of Gloucester. 


Mr, CuarLes Warxry Ricaarps, solicitor, of Llangollen and Oswestry, 
has been appointed by the High Sheriff of Denbighshire (Mr. John Charles 
Best) to be Under Sheriff of that county for the ensuing year. Mr. 
Richards was admitted a solicitor ia 1874. He is clerk to the county 
magistrates at Llangollen and Chirk, to the Commissioners of Taxes, to the 
Liangollen Local Board, and to the Liangollen Highway Board, 


Mr. Henry Gzorncx SmALLMAN, solicitor, of 3, Queen-street, Cheapaide, 
has been elected » Common Uour for the Ward of Cheap. Mr. 
Smallman was admitted a solicitor in 1879. 


Mr. Epwarp Hawt Cunezss, solicitor (of the firm of Oheese & Jones), 


of Radnorshire (Lieut,-Ool. John James) to be Under Sheriff of that 
Sn Hap tothe Ghdelnas — 
Board. He waa admitted a solicitor in 1869, * 

Mr. Samvg. Ricaano Dew, aolloltor, of Bangor, has been sapcinel 


the High Sheriff of Carnarvonshire (Mr. Sydney Platt) to be U 
ee, Mr. was admitted a solicitor in 


Mr. Jon~n Warren Wricut Maruew, solicitor (of the firm of Toyer, 
Geare, & Mathew), of Exeter, has been ted a Commissioner to 
administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of J: 

Mr. Ricnarp Ciargence Hatss, solicitor, of 61, Cheapside, has been 
— * by Alderman Cowan , = the Ward of Mr. 
— 2* eae ae 1800, and he fe ta ah with 

e was adm a tor 
Clarence for the — 


* 


Richard Halse, who is returning officer of 
St. Panoras. 
Mr. Montacu Hznry Cuvuss, solicitor, of Malmes , has been ap- 


pointed Clerk to the Malmesbury Board of Guardians, t Com- 
mittee, School Attendance Committee, and Raral Sanitary Authority. 
Mr. Chubb was admitted a solicitor in 1876. He is town clerk of 
Malmesbury, and clerk te the Malmesbury Burial Board, the Brinkworth 
Barial Board, and the Brinkworth School Board. Mr. Chubb has also 
been appointed Clerk to the Commissioners of Taxes at Malmesbury. All 
tho cave <flewe Game Gil by — 

a . 

Mr. G. T. Grammer, solicitor (ef the firm of Hamlin, Grammer, 
Hamlin), of and General Chambers, 9, Fleet-street, E.C., 
of Leyton, Stra , and Brentford, has been appointed a Commissioner to 
adminiater Oaths in the Supreme Court of Jadicatare, 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
Disso.vtions. 
Joun Hvcuss, ALrrep Cuaries RapsHawe Wii11Ms, and Joun Josuva 
Sprices (Hughes Williams), 5, John-street, Bedford-row, London, solici- 
tors. April 21. So far as regards the said John Hughes. 
(Gazette, April 27. 


Ee 





GENERAL, 
The Atto: -General will preside at the fifty-sixth anniversary of the 
United Law Clerks’ Society, which will take place at the Freemasons’ 


Tavern on Wednesday, June 13. 


Mr. O. T. Saunders has addressed a letter on the Land Transfer Bill to 
the Times, in which he says:—The Lord Chancellor, in moving last 
night that this Bill ve referred to a Select Committee, stated that the law 
societies were united in recommending this course. Lord Herschell, in 
commenting upon the Chancellor’s speech, stated that such was the case, 
but only on the understanding that evidence would be taken before such 
committee. The true facts of the case are these, The law societies 
throughout the kingdom, from Newcastle to Cornwall, have sent in reports 
to the Council of the Incorporated Law Society disapproving, with almost 
entire unanimity, the principal of compulsory soghnestion, and giving 
facts and res as di oe a? 
daily practice of conveyancing, more cularly conveyancin 
of that moderate and small amount w forms the great bale 
of transactions, the absence of any demand for and the increased 
expense and delay which would be tov probably attendant upon 
the enforced registration of land. Feeling * the importance 
of bringing those views before the House and the ~y , deputations from 
the principal provincial law societies, headed by the Council of the 
Incorporated Law Society, saw the Lord Chancellor a few weeks since and 
upon him their desire that the Select Committee, if appointed, 
should have power to take evidence. It will be a great disappointment to 
tbem to learn from the report of the debate in the House last night that 
the Chancellor declines to accede to this most reasonable s n, and 
from my knowledge of the strong feeling entertained on the subject by 
the country profession I am very sure that if this is still refused, and the 
Bill should ever find its way into the House of Commons in its present com- 
pulsory form, it will, in the interests of our clients, be opposed by all the 
influence which we can command, 
In the House of Commons on Tuesday, in answer to Mr. Warmington, 
Mr. W. H. Smith said:—The Government have it in contemplation to 
bring in a Bill on the subject of official trustees, and the beet plan will be 
to consid«r, when that Bill is introduced, whether it should be referred to 
a Select Committee or not. Mr. Warmington’s Bill for the appointment 
discharge in certain cases the office of trustee, 
executor, administrator, and other offices of trust, is stated to for 
this officer and a staff of clerks ted by the 
make busin 





of Hay, Presteiga, and Kington, has beea appointed by the Hign sheriff 





charitable Where, however, the official trustee’s consent is 
previously obtained, he need not accept the trust. ee Sa 
appoin new trustees the official trustee may also be appointed the sole 
trustee in place of all the , retiring, or deceased trustees, where all 
the assent, or, if they are not of age, where 
the Uhancery Division gives its sanction. With the sanction of the court 
also an executor or may transfer the estate to the official 
cil “The anid trustee i tented t0 have all 
in Council under his control. The trustee is in’ to have all 
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the powers, duties, and liabilities of an individual trustee. As to the ex- 
penses of his office, the proposal is for them to be defrayed by a certain 
commission on property received by him in respect of management, collee- 
tion, and distribution of the trust estate. This commission, however, 
does not cover costs of litigation and other law costs, &c. With regard to 
responsibility the official trustee is made liable to make good all such 
— as an individual trustee is now responsible for. The money paid in 
of this liability would in the first instance come out of the Con- 
foll dated Fund; but, except in cases where the Board of Trade orders 
otherwise, might be recovered as a debt due to the Crown from the 
official trustee. 








COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE, 
ROTA OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


APPEAL Guete APPEAL CourT Mr. Justice 
No. Kay. 


Date. No.2. 


Mon.. pe Mr. — 
Tuesday .. Rolt 


Mr. Justice 
CHITTY. 


Mr. me 


Mr. Pemberton Mr. Rolt 
Ward Godfrey 





Pemberton Rolt 
Ward Godfrey 
Pemberton Rolt 
Ward Godfrey 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
STIRLING. KEKEWICH. 
Mr, Lavie Mr. Clowes 
Pugh Koe 
Lavie Clowes 
Pugh oe 
Lavie Clowes 
Pugh Koe 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Frimpay, April 27. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 


LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
BREWERY CORPORATION LIMITED.—Petn for windin 
directed to be heard before Kay, J., on Saturday, 
lersbury, solors for petner 
GexaT NORTHERN IcE Co, Lim1TED.—Petn for winding up, presented Aprii 26, 
directed to be heard before Kay, J.. on Saturday, May 5. Punkett & Leader, 
8t Paul’s churchyard, solors s for petner 
MIDDLESEX MANUFACTURING CoO, LIMITED.—Creditors are required on or before 
May 26, to send in their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or 
ms to Howard Forester Knight, 17, Devonshire chmbrs, Bishopsgate With- 
out. Tuesday, —— 5, at 12, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon 
the debts and claims. 

OLD Lonpoy BREWERY Co, LimITED.— ee Al 
chambers, for the appointment of an offi 
PatTEyt CaBtE TRAMWAYS CORPORATION, Lim1TED,—Chitty, J., has. A an order 

dated Feb 13, ——— John — i, Walbrook, to be official | iquidator 
PaTENT OXONITE 


bers, for the de Poe p of an offic —— oo Seen 
WER’S BRIT INE Co, reditors are required, on or before 
May 2%, to send their names — —— and particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Samuel Lovelock, 19, Coleman st. Tuesday, June 5, at 12, is ap- 
pointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims 
CouNTY PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
———— PROPERTY AND INVESTMENT Co, LiwITED.—Petition oe winding 
presented oa 25, directed to be heard before Bristowe, V.C., at St 
a a Rall, L 35 on Monday, May 7. Hardings & Co, Manchester, 
agents for Winder, olton, solor * petner 


By presented April 19, 
Beall & Oo., Buck- 


J., has fixed May 5, at 11.30, at his 
liquidator 


London G —TUESDAY, May 1. 
JOINT STOCK — 
ANCERY 
CELLERIERS SYNDICATB, LIMITED. ~ Petition for winding up. presented April 28, 
—— to be heard before Kay, J., on May 12. Clulow, Gracoshusch ~ 4 solor 
‘or petner 
Date CorrxEe Co, Limitep—Chitty, J., has, by an order dated Jan 12. appetated 
Francis Qooper, 14, George st, Mansion House, to be official liquidato: 

CE VESSEL CONSTRUCTION Co, LimITED —Petition for — 
peated. April 30, directed to be heard before Kay, J., on May12 W. oa 
James st, Bedford row, solor for petners 

Export AGENCY (o., LimTep.- By an order made b wy North, J., dated April 21, 
ebb & Templeton, Essex st, 


it was ordered that the company be wound up. 
Strand, solors for the petners 

AND ENGINEERING Co., LimITED.—Stirling, J., has 
— May 12, at 12, at his chamcers, for the appointment ot an officia liquida- 


pre- 
co 


GEORGE PRICE'S SAFE 


Lornox Dry Docks Co., Lrairep.—Petn for winding u resented April 
directed to be heard before North, J., on —“ May'12. “ Nelson, — 
Pountney lane, solor for petning compe ¥ 
NETHERSEAL COLLIERY C: etn for windin 


Ou up, presented April 27, 
directed to be heard before North, J., on June 2. eaten ke Co, ——— st, 
agents for Challinor & Co, Leek, solors for petners 
—— —2— i A my LuarEp. an —* ordor * by Kay, 8 dated April 

was orde at voluntary win up of com continued. 
Docker & Co, Southampton st, Strand, solors oe for peta ner — 
FRIEN])LY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
FRIENDLY Society, Schoolroom, Thrussington, Leicester. April 26 


G@aRvEN FLOwER Lopcz, IspEPRNDENT FREE GARDENERS, 
Brierley Hill, Staff rd.' Anril 25 Cross Inn, Level st, 


Hore Mutvat PRovipENt peep FOND OF PAINTERS AD TIERS, 
Newman st, Oxford st. April —_ en 


Vv 








WARNING TO INTENDING HovsE PURCHASERS AND —Before purchasing 
og renting @ house have the Sanitary arrangements thoro’ exnmined 
t from The Sani Engineering & entilation Co., * ictoria-st. by an 


(Estab. 1875) wake also os = ED the Ventilation 


ffices, &c.—(Apvt.] 
AND STUTTERERS should d a lit 

* ~~ read a little * by Mr. B. —— 
suffering nearly 40 years, cured 


md py Price 18 stamps. Theauthor, after 
by a method entirely his own,—[ADVT.]} 





has fixed May 7, at 12, at his cham- | 
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BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gasette.—FRipay, April 27. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
aanan, Sosune Stamp, Sunderland, Builder Sunderland Pet April 25 Ord 


P 
— —— Witi1am, Cambridge, Coal Merchant Cambridge Pet April 25 Ord 
1 25 


Baxen,” THOMAS, Cardiff, out of business Cardiff Pet Aprilz3 Ord April 23 
Batt, WILL1AM ROBERT, Bath, Upholsterer Bath Pet April23 Ord April 23 


Sarre, Emma, Darlington, Boot Dealer Stockton on Tees and Middlesborough 
March 29 Ord April 20 
— GEORGE, Doncaster, Joiner Sheffield Pet April 24 Ord April 24 


Brown, Henry GEORGE. Seacombe, Cheshire, Draughtsman Birkenhead Pet 
April 23 Ord — 28 
Coz, HERBEAT, Sewdley st, Clapton High Court Pet March 22 Ord April 23 


CooLina, EpwWIN, Derby, Nurseryman Derby Pet April 23 Ord April 23 
Cork, Harry, Crediton, Saddler Exeter Pet April 23 Ord April 23 


Dawson, ARTHUR, Scholes, Yorks, Commercial Traveller York Pet April 24 
Ord April 24 

EDENSOR, ILL1aM, Leicester, Bootmaker Leicester Pet April 24 Ord 

April 24 


ELLIs, J OSEPH, Leeds, Butcher Leeds Pet April24 Ord April 24 


Foster, ALFRED, and JoHN CHARLES TUFNELL, Warwick rd, Paddington, Pro- 
vision Mercbants High Court Pet Warch15 Ord April 25 


Bethnal Green rd, Gilder High Court Pet April 25 Ord 

Goroserrn. JORN Jackson, Abingdon, Berks, Chemist Oxford Pet April 24 
vip, Hata Sumu, Southall, Contractor Windsor Pet March 29 Ord 
Hace, ‘Bessa, Cheltenham, Builder Cheltenham Pet April 2% Ord 


ri 
Hors. ALFE: ED CHARLES, Stanstead rd, Forest Hill, Builder Greenwich Pet 
April 24 24 Ord “April A 


GERDES, JOHN, 


HOLLOWAY, JOSEPH. — Buckinghamshire, Grocer Nortbampton 
Pet April24 Ord April 
HvuGHES, SAMUEL, Llangollen, Denbighshire, Watchmaker Wrexham Pet 


April 25 Ord April 25 
Lzz, THomas, Sheffield, Beerhouse keeper Sheffield Pet April 24 Ord April 24 


— Some, — rd, King’s Cross, Clothier High Court Pet April 28 


Dp 
— — Chesterfield, Sheep Dealer Chesterfield Pet April 21 
25 
MAYES, HEsny WIIIIAM. Union ct. Old Broad st, Commission Merchant High 
Court Pet April24 Ord April 24 
MILNER, BENJAMIN, Wakefield, Grocer Wakefield Pet April23 Ord April 23 


— ALFRED, Birmingham, Printer Birmingham Pet April 23 Ord 

23 

PALMER, FRaNcis ROCKLIFFE, Bradford, Yorks, Bacon Curer Bradford Pet 
April 23 Ord April 23 

Parker, RIcHARD BAYNES. and JAMES PARKER, York, Engineers York Pet 
April 23 Ord April 23 : 

Pour, RoBERT PERLET, Great Grimsby, Vessel Owner Great Grimsby Pet 


April20 Ord April 20 
RAINER, FREDERICK, Ipswich, Stationer Ipswich Pet April 2% Ord April 25 
Ray, Brisco, Boulogne, Solicitor High Court Pet May 9 Ord April 6é 
RICKARD, WILLIAM — Swansea, Earthenware Manufacturer Swans2a Pet 
April 23 Ord April 23 
ScurTERGOOD,. —— — ra Nottinghamshire, Lace Agent Nottingham 
e 4 Or 24 
SOLLERS, Par, — Publican Gloucester Pet April 25 Ord April 25 
SONNENSCHEIN, FRANKLIN JOHN, a Schoolmaster Guildford and God- 
alming Pet April25 Ord April 
SowER, WILLIAM, Derby, Grocer . +4 Pet April 23 Ord April 23 


STENHOUSE, JAMES, and JAMES GEORGE STENHOUSE, Folkestone, Carvers Can- 


terbury Pet April?4 Ord April 24 
STURGESS, Howany t ENRY, Ludgershall, Wilts, Builder Salisbury Pet April% 
—E— Joux Mapp1so%, Northampton, Engineer Northampton Pet April 23 
beatae —— Peterborough, Builder Peterborough Pet April 24 Ord 
WALKER, J d HEBER 2 MILLER, Oldham, Iron Founders Oldham 


AMES, an 

Pet: April 25 ond April 25 

Ware, Sous. — st, Marylebone, Dairyman High Court Pet April 26 
pril 25 

WILLIAMS, JOHN, Liverpool, Clerk Liverpool Pet April4 Ord April 23 


The following amended notice is substituted fre that published in the 
London a yp of April 24 
Watson, WaLTER, WILLIAM LEDGLEY, and FREDERICK * Kingsland rd, 
Merchants Birmingham Pet ‘April 17 Ord April 17 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Batt, Witt1au Rosert, Path, Upholsterer May 7 at 12.45 Great Western 
Hotel, Paddington 
BEASLEY, Tuomas, Nuneaton, one. Basket maker May 7 at 10.30 
Edwerd Thomas Pierson, Off Ree, 17 Hertford st, Coventry 
BECKTON, WALTER JOHN, Wakehurst rd, Glepham J Junction, Commercial Travel- 
ler May 4 at 12 — ty st, Liocoln’s ion 


BENEALL, JOEL polaston, 26 Lydaey, Glos, Carpenter May 8 at3 
ec. 12, Tredeaar p Tg te Newport, M 
BENNETT, PHILIP, Ipswi Grecogrocers’ Manager May 4 at 10.45 Great 
Eastern Hotel, verpool st 


Bitton, SAMUEL FatLows, Penford st, Camberwell, Clerk May 4 at 2.30 33, 
Carey st. Lincoln’s inn 
Busnowa. 9 plane, Hill Yorks, Innkeeper May 4 at 12 Off Rec, Trinity 


CHITTENDEN. CHARLES PIERCE Dewann, Station rd, Bexhill, Surgeon May 7 at 
12.30 ——— Court, Hastings 

CookE, » Don Draper May & at 12 Off Rec, Figtree lane, Sheffield 
Coonine, Epwin, Derby, Nurseryman May 7 at1.30 St James’s Hotel, Derby 
CoorPER, FREDERICK, Oldbury, Farmer May 7 at 10.80 County Court, Oldbury 


CoRFIELD, THoMaSs, Penn, —— Butcher May 8 at 11 Off Rec, 8 
Peter’s close, Wolverhampto: 
Cork, HaRRX, Crediton, Saddle May 7at3 The Castle, Exeter 


Daweos. Astave, Scholes, nr Leeds, Commercial Traveller May 7 at2 Off Rec 
Ori 











25 Ord 

25 Ord 
ril 23 
pril 23 
borough 


1 24 
sad Pet 


April 28 
23 

April 24 
4 Ord 


on, Pro- 
25 Ord 
April 24 
29 Ord 
6 Ord 
h Pet 
jampton 
m Pet 


April 24 
April 23 


April 21 
t High 


\pril 23 
23 Ord 


d Pet 
k Pet 
yy Pet 
il 25 


sca Pet 
ingham 


pril 25 
d God- 


} Can- 
April 24 
April 23 
24 Ord 
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April 25 


and rd, 
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OxEcIL BERNARDINO, and Sara — 
— —— 18at2 Chamber of 


eo 
Epsensor, WILLIAM, cester, Bootmaker 8 at 12.90 heegaide 
Leicester 


Ewin, WILLIAM, Workington, Cumberland, Fishmonger May 7 at 12 Off T 
ci, Duke st, Whitehaven 
Evans, JOSEPH H., Ware May 5at 11.30 Ewen & Roberts, Outer Temple 
FARRANTS, ROBERT, Maitland ter, Tottenham, Provision Dealer May 4 at 11 
Room 16, 30 and 31, St Swithin’s lane 
GALLINI, JOHN ANDREW, Gt Grimsby, Ship Chandler May 9at12 Off Rec, 3, 
Haven st, Gt Grimsby 
Tuomas BorovGs, Ella rd, Crouch hill, Insurance Agent May 4 at 
12 33, Sear st, Lincoln’s inn 
Govins, Ep EDWIN FRANCIS, Neath, Licensed Victualler May 7 at 12 Castle Hotel, 


GRANT, — HEALEY, Oxford, Smith May7at11.30 1, 8t Aldates, Oxford 


GRAVES, CHARLES GARDN®FR, Liv: 1, Commercial Traveller May8at12 Off 
Rec, 35, Victoria st, Laverpodl 

Hatt, Francis Moxon, Kingston upon Hull, out of business May 4 at 10 Off 
Rec, Trinity House lane, Hull 

HAnviey, A G, Nottingham, Tronmonger Mayb5atii Off Rec, 1, High pave- 
ment, Nottingham 

HowakTH, Ropert Scowcrort. Manchester, Man ~~ Manager May 4 at 
12 Off Rec. Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Mancheste: 

JACKSON. JOHN PERKINS, Waterloo, Lancashire, Enginecr May Satz Off Rec, 
35. Victoria st. Liverpool 

KENNION, EMILY CHARLOTTE, otttaghem, Theatrical ie rietress, and Wr1- 
LAM SMETHURST, Nottingham, Engineer May 4 at Off Rec, 1, High 
— Notting 

IN WILLIAM, P Pembroke Dock, Surveyor May9at 12.30 Temperance 

yall, Foubreks Doc 


LrrtiEWooD, \ ta Sheffield, Fruit Merchant May 4 at 1.45 Angel Hotel, 
LOCKE, —⏑ Manufacturer May 4 at 2 
Mason, Janne — Brighton, Coach Builder May. 4at12 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion 
McKINNELL, WILLIAM, Leicester, Tailor May 4 at 12.30 28, Friar lane, Leicester 


MERCHANT, WILLIAM, Patent rd, South Norwood, Builder May 4 at 12 109, 
Victoria st, Westminste 
Moone, Ln ey ‘Albrighton, Salop, out of business May 9 at 11.10 
‘ounty Co 
OurveR,. HERDEET, —* Leonard’s on Sea, Plumber May 7 at 2.30 County Court, 
ngs 
PALMER, FRANCIS ROCKLIFFE, Bradford, Yorks, Bacon Curer May 7 at 11 Off 
Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 
Pare eompap Baruas, and JAMES PARKER, York, Engineers May 7 at 12 
Cc, ¥ or’! 
PaRKINSON, WILLIAM, Crawshawbooth, nr — Lance, Cres 
facturer May 4 at 3.30 when igden’s Belge ot, Manch 
—— on" —50 West ‘hton, no come 4ats8 oof he Rec, 
4, Pavilion bdgs, 
RAINE, — — tem Stationer May 4 at 11.30 Great Eastern Hotel, 
iverpoo. 
RICKARD, WILLIAM HENRY, Swansea, Earthenware Manufacturer May 8 at 12 
Off Rec, 6, Rutland st, Swansea 
RigHTON, EDWARD, Bristol, Plumber May 8 at 3.30 Bank chbrs, Bristol 
— * — Wrasse } Henry, Chepstow, Mon, Draper May 7 at 2 Bankruptcy 
Inco. n’ Sinn 
aS — Tarporley, Cheshire, Livery Stable Keeper May 5 at 12,45 
yal we 
SmiTH —* yh Reading, Builder May 7 at 1.30 Queen’s Hotel, 
SowER, WILLIAM, Derby, Grocer May 7at12 Off Rec, St James’s chbrs, Derby 
STEAD, WILLIAM, Nottingham, Wheelwright May 5 at 12 Off Rec, 1, High 
pavement, Nottingham 
ve" owas Henry, Ludgershall, Wilts, Builder May 8 at 8 Off Rec, 
— — ux. Leeds, Woollen Merchant May7atii Off Rec, 22, 
ark row, 
Warp, LUKE ANTHON Y, Breighton, nr Howden, Yorks, Farmer May 4atii Off 
nity House lane, 
WOLSTENHOLME, TuoMAS, Brinsworth, nr Rotherham, Farmer May 8atii Off 


Rec, Figtree lane, Sheffield 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
ADAMS, FREDERICK JOHN, Bristol, Cook Bristol Pet Apri8 Ord Apr 24 
BECETON, WALTER JouN, Wakehurst rd. rom ag Junction, Commercial 
Traveller High co m2, r7 Ord Apr 25 
BICKERSTAFFE, ISAA0, Bury, Lancs, Tr B Pet Apr? Pet Apr 25 
BILLING, CHARLES, — hill, Upper Norwood, Auctioneer Croydon Pet 
Mar 28 Ord yA 
BRECKON, GEORGE, Doncaster, Joiner Sheffield —2 mg ond 
BRIGHTON, GEORGE WILLIAM, and WILL: — Bas rd, 
Canonbury, Poultry Dealers High Court Pet et Apr ¢ Ord A Ord Apr 
now, — GEORGE, Seacombe. a pet Apr 23 
rd Apr 


BUSHELL, ARTHUR JOHN, Barnstaple, Builder Barnstaple Pet Apr 18 Ord Apr 25 
CHITTENDEN, CHARLES Prerce Downey, Bexhill, Sussex, Surgeon Hastings 
Pet Mari3 Ord Apr 23 
Cootine, Epwin, Derby, Nurseryman Derby Pet Aprié Ord Apr 23 
Cork, Harry, Crediton, Devon, Saddler Exeter Pet Apr23 Ord Apr 23 
— Scholes, Yorks, Commercial Traveller. York Pet Apr 24 
re 
| JOSEPH, Leeds, Butcher Leeds Pet April24 Ord April 94 
ELWIN, WILLIAM, Workington, Cumberland, Fishmonger Cockermouth and 
Workington Pet Apris Ord Apr 23 
GARDNER, ane, Tunbridge Welis, Toy Dealer Tunbridge Wells Pet Mar 


29 Apr 
GovIER, Epwin} — Neath, Licensed Victualler Neath Pet Apr 20 Ord 


Apr 24 
Grant, JoHN HEALEY, Oxford, Smith Oxford Pet Aprié Ord Apr 2% 


— Jom, | —2 nr Barnsley, Yorks, Waggon Builder Barnsley Pet 
Apr 
Hopes, Enwarp, Crewkerne, Draper Yeovil Pet Apré Ord Apr 23 


Hoitoway, Josspn, — Buckinghamsbire, Grocer Northampton Pet 
Apr’ Ord eae oe 
Howarrn, Ro ween, Doptien, e Manchester, Chemical Ma ufacturer’s 


a Manchester Ord Apr 28 
Hvenss, SAMUEL, Llangollen, Denbighshire, Watchmaker Wrexham Pet Apr 


Ord pee 25 
Kamion, uct Y CHARLOTTE, Nottingham, Theatrical Proprietress Nottingham 





RICHARD, Drowysrvs Joskpx Boarzaco Joun Wxrscm, ‘Wean- 
)Deaier’ Leeds “Pek ! iat Mages 
Liason, ace Looe, Apr 23 
san Snapuntieahdal deemed Me dow Pet Apr2@ Ord Apr % 
Levy, iam. Cenpenvilie rd, King’s Oross, Clothier, Spinster High Court Pet 
r Ord pr 
Larrigwoop, WILLA Chesterfield, Fruit Merchaut Chesterfield Pet April 21 
Sas, — Wakefield, Grocer Wakefield Pet April 23 Ord 
MUDDYMAN, ALFRED, Birmingham, Printer Birmingham Pet Aprii% Ord 
“4 R, FRANCIS Bradford, Yorks, Bacon Ourer Bradfori Pet 
April 8 Ord April 23 
* ms. Baomane, va faxes. and JaMES PARKER, York, Engineers York Pet 
1 
PARTRIDGE hat ae RBERT, Leicester, Tobacconist Leicester Pt April 14 
PINDER, GEORGE, Godmanchester, S— onshire, Clerk in Holy Orders 
tet boro Pet March 26 an 
— JOHN Worcester, — Worcester Pet April u Ord 
24 
Portzn, ROBERT PERLET, Gt Grimsby, Vessel Owaer GtGrimsby Pet April 20 


Ord —— 20 
AINER, FREDERICK, Ipswich, Stationer Ipswich Pet April 25 Ord April 25 


(CKARD, WILLIAM HENRY, a Earthenware Manufacturer Swansea 
Pet A ril23 Ord April 24 
RIGHTON, EpWAkD, Bristol, Plamber Bristol Pet April2t Ord April 23 


Rogers, WILLIAM. Teapecion, Cheshire, Liv Stable Keeper Nantwich and 
Orewe Pet April 20 Ord April 24 — 
— —— Essex rd, Decorator High Oourt Pet March 
D: 


BSoaæns. Purp, Gloucester, Publican Gloucester Pet April 25 Ord April 26 
SoweEr, WILLIAM, Derby, Grocer Derby Pet April 23 Ord April 23 

— — — Gateshead, Painter Newcastle on Tyne Pet April 9 
Svuntens JON Mapowox, Northampton, Engineer Northampton Pet April 
To, oe ae Baker st, Portman sq, Grocer High Court Pet April 
Wast, Jou, — st, Marylebone, Dairyman High Court Pet April 26 


WoonHovss, JAMES ErussIM, High st, Dorking, Cabinet Maker Oroydon Pet 
April 20 Ord April 20 
ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 
WRIGHT. THOMAS, and GzorGE WRIGHT, bye gt Elmswell, Brickmakers Bury 
St Edmunds AdjudJune10 Annul April 17 
London Gazette.—TUESDAY, May 1. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
AINGE, m, Tmomas, Ae Ashley Down rd, Gloucestershire, Builder Bristol Pet April 


fan THOMAS Gusnean, Guilford st, Valuer High Court Pet April 26 Ord 
Barmuax, RowzAND CHARLES, Walsall, Billiard Marker Walsall Pet April 26 


pril 26 
BEARD to JAMES *245535 Hove, Boarding house 
on Pet April 26 Lae 


Bright 
sige ‘Gzonox Hunt, Aldeburgh, —— Grocer Ipswich Pet April27 Ord 


Bours,’ GEORGE BEVERLY. Groer. st, Leicester sq, Music Hall Artiste High 
Court Pet April26 Ord April 26 
Bongy, THoMas, Plymouth, Tailor East Stonehouse Pet April27 Ord April 27 


Brown, GEeorGs, Dudley, General Dealer Dudley Pet April25 Ord April 25 


Brown, WiItLiaM Henry, and GrorGe Jongs, Lowden y Herne hill, Hat Ware- 
honsemen_ High Court Pet April26 Ord April 
Crark, J — Hutton le Hole, Yorks, Joiner N: oothallerton Pet April Ord 


Ap 
Co: a ‘Tuomas Joun, Epping, Essex, Baker Edmonton Pet Aprila7 Ord 
BAS. Waterford, nr Lymington, Grocer Southampton Pet 


pril 28 Ord At April 28 
Davies, Taomas, Neath, Grocer Neath Pet April 25 Ord April 25 


Dews, EDWARD, jun, Wakefield, Draper Wakefield Pet April 26 Ord April 26 

ELversTon, JOHN ARTHUR, Portsmouth, Gunner RM A Portsmouth Pet 
April 26 Ord A 26 

ae — heffield, Stone Merchant Sheffield Pet April 5 Ord 

— RICHARD TRINDLE, Walthamstow, Organist High Court Pet April 


Ord Apes 97 
— Joun, Birmingham, out of business Oldbury Pet April 26 Ord April 26 


— Wapaem, Westhoughton, Lancashire, Butcher Bolton Pet April 27 
HERBERTE- Bisivo, Sipwey, Exeter, Theatrical Manager Exeter Pet April 26 
Sasees, Jor, — Reynes, Bucks, Farmer Northampton Pet April % Ord 
JOHNS, raed Oarmarthen, Grocer Carmarthen Pet April 25 Ord April 25 
Jounston, THomMas, Egremont, Boot Maker Whitehaven Pet April 2% Ord 
Keout, Lopwsa - Bluadell st, Caledonian ri, Chemical Meautacturer High 
Laycock, HENRY Gus, Hucknalf Forkard, Nottingham, Jeweller Nottingham 
+ eared 84 sy Yorks, Farmer Dewsbury Pet April 28 Ord 
—— shes Westwick, Oambridgshire, Farmer, Cambridege Pet April 26 


Maren, Jauzs, Bury, Grocer Bolton Pet April28 Ord April 28 
Mason, boy ie ad Stamford bridge, York, Brewer York Pet April 
rt Burgoland, Leicestershire, Brick Manutactarer 
ter —— Ord April 27 
MitIvctom, WitilaN, Manchester, Provision Dealer Salford Pet April 26 

NEWTON, ‘ARD, Leeds, Clerk Leeds Pet April26 Ord April % 
N Jone Wuson, Ipswich, Wine Merchant Ipswich Pet April 27 Ord 
Nuns, Gonos, Beckenham, Nurseryman Croydon Pet April2¢ Ord April #6 


Pane + Ee Ord A Salter’s Hall ct, E.0., Solicitor High OG mrt 





Pete as Ord Apr 20 





PARRX, JOHN, Uarnarvon, Butsher Bangor Pet April#7 Ord April. 











448 


THE SOLICITRUS’ JOURNAL. 





May 5. 1°88. 








Po RNB Painter Portsmouth Pet April 25 Ord 
Sav. gr, Stockwell, Attendant in House of Com- 
"Bristol Pet April 27 Ord 


ILLIAM RICHARD. 
mops — Court —— ed Ord April 27 
—8 FF— Wu, Bristol, Jew 

RTH, SAMUEL, and JAMES TaYLOR, Oldham, Cotton Spinners Oldham 
28 Ord April 28 


ILLIAM JAMES, =m Commission Agent Eastbourne and 
Lewes Pet April28 Ord April 
, JAMES, Middlesborough, _— Stockton on Tees and Middles- 
Pet April12 Ord April 26 
* yeh JOHN, Portland pl, no occupation High Court Pet April 5 


TuRTON, —— Golborne, Lancs, Draper Bolton Pet Aprilié Ord April 27 
WaLpDEN, FREDERICE, Christchurch, Builder Poole Pet April 16 -Ord April 26 
‘Wess, H, Bucklersbury High Court Pet July 29 Ord April 26 

—— apes, Cheltenham, out of business Cheltenham Pet April 26 Ord 


Waist Warem, — — Saddler nh aa Pet April 27 Ord 


27 and Apet 
CEIVING ORDER _ RESCIND 
WARREN, — st, Licensed Victualler pike Court Ord June 2 
Resc 4 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Austin, WILLIAM, Cambridge, Coal Merchant May 15 at12.45 Midland Hotel, 
Tuomas, Cardiff, out of business May 11 at 2 Off Rec, 29, Queen st, 


Banks, _ Nottingham, Insurance Agent May&8& at12 Off Rec, 1, High 
pavement, Nottin; gham 
Bunt, —— Hor? Aldeburgh, Suffolk, Grocer May 9 at 12 Off Rec, 


Bown, Winns HENRY, —~ ga rd, Lee, no occupation May 9 at 2.30 109, 
Victoria st, Westminste 

BowEn, EDWIN STAFFORD, North Audley st, Poulterer May 8 at 2.30 33, Carey 
st, Lincoln’s inn 

BRECKON, agree Doncaster, Joiner May 10 at 10.45 Guildhall, Doncaster 


8) OSEPH, Coot, | » Cartman May 11 at 5.15 Commercial 
—— 
piven — — nr Bridgend, Farmer May 11 at 2.30 Off Rec, 29, 


DAvIEs, met Neath. Grocer May 9ati2 Castle Hotel, Neath 
Dawson, MatTrHEw, Bishop Auckland, Yeast Merchant May 8 at 3.30 Three 
— otel, New Elvet. aL om Tooting, Build u * 
COTT, EDWARD. ‘00 er ayillati2 109, 
Victoria st, Westminster sia f i 
E xis, JoserH, Leeds, Butcher May 10ati2 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 
ELVERSTON, —* —— * Portsea, Gunner in R M Artillery May 10at12 166, 
—— Fete, nr Leeds, Jately Tanner May 10 atii Off Rec, 22, 
FOTHERGILL, “Hiwny, Cardiff, Tobacconist May 11 at 3 Off Rec, 29, Queen st, 
— —— LIAM, Westhoughton, Lancashire, Butcher May 11 at il 16, 
8 
— —— mas Hoos, Liverpool, Solicitor May 10 at3 Off Rec, 35, Vic- 
verpool 
Busine, SIDNEY, Exeter, Theatrical Manager May 16 at 2 The 
Hopason, —— Baoon, + Park, Essex, Physician May8 atii Bank- 
ruptcy bidngs, —— 
HO.LGareE, JAMIN, De oy May 10 at 12 Bankruptcy Offices, 
Cape Gentes. —— 
Hua YwENn, Amlwch, Anglesey, no occupation May 17 at2 Queen’s Head 
2, 
Jouns, JoHN, em, Grocer May 17at 10.30 Grand Hotel, Bristol 
— — Egremont, Bootmaker Mayi0at12 Off Rec, 67, Duke st, 
ven 
KELLY, JOHN ANDERSON, Ida st, Bromley by Bow, Oilman May 10 at 11. 2 
Carey st, Lincoln’s inn < — 
Knoangas, Ricoarp, Dionysius JosePH BoGiiaco, and JoHN MEmoss, M 
chester, Lithographers May 10 at 11.30 Off Ree, Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge 
Layoock, Henry JOHN, Hucknall Torkard, Jeweller May 9 at 11 Off Rec, 1, 
High p pavement, Nottingham 
Lzason, Ropert, Leeds, Bee Healer May 9 at 2 North Stafford Railway 
Hotel, Steke upon Tron 
Lam, Seen, Sheffield, a Keeper May 10 at 3 Off Rec, Figtree lane, 
Layton, —— — Oambridge, Farmer May 18 at 12 Off Reo, 5, Petty 
Manpow, Enwarp KENDA Epmonps, The Graig, nr Mon, Esq May 10 at 12 
s Head Hotel, Mon 
Mason, — Auousrus, Stamford Bridge, Yorks, Brewer May 10 at 12 Off 
or 
Muxp. * — Wakefield, Grocer May 8 at 11.30 Off Rec, Bond terrace, 
MUDDYMAN, ALFRED, Birmingham, Printer May 9 at 11 25, Colmore row, Bir- 
wom, ss W11s0n, Ipswich, Wine Merchant May 9 at 12.30 Off Rec, Ips- 
OLss0n —— Great ie Geta Ship Chandler May 9 at 12.30 Off Rec, 3, 
* —9 
er Henry JossrH WaDsLEY, Wedmore gdns, Upper Holloway. Piano- 
sone Dealer May 9 at 11 Bankruptcy bidngs, Portugal street, coln’s 
—— ——— Canning To Hatter May 9 at12 33, 
Carey st, Lincoln’s a, eer ——— —— 
, ALFRED, en ky Painter May i4at3 166, Queen st, Portsea 
—— PERLET, —— —— , Fishing Vessel Owner Mayo at 11.45 
pee. 8 F Hoven pity Sy ~ rimaby 
Powsk, Henry D Dulwich rd, Physician May 8at12 Bankrkptcy 
bidngs. Lincoln’s inn 
ees — 1 — PFembroke. Grocer May 9 at 12 Temperance Hall, Pem- 
TTERGOOD, ALBERT, Stapleford, Nottinghamshire, Lace Agent May 8 at 3.30 
Fax 1, Hign Paver i Hien 'Pevement i — — 
— — —— orthallerton, Dog er May i5at 12 Off Rec, 8, Albert 
— Peterborough, Builder May 16 at12 Law Courts, New rd, 
cong fam terr, Kensington, Dairyman May 8 at 12 33, 
borne, Lancashire, Draper May 10 at 2.30 Off Rec, 


Vasey. Wiri114M, New Shildon, Durham, Grocer May 8 at 4.30 Three Tuns 
Hotel, New Elvet, Durham 


Var. FREDERICK, Christchurch, Builder May 10 at12 Temperance Hall, 
‘00! 
WALTON, JOSEPH, and Susan Jang SKIDMORE, Wolverhampton, Ironmongers. 


May 8 at 11 30 . Off Rec, St Peter’s cl, Wolverhampton 


Wane, —— New rd, Battersea pk rd, Eclectic Practitioner May 11 at 8 
8 
Youre, —— — gate, J Licensed Victualler May 10 at 12 88, 
it, Lincoln's inn 


The fo! —— amended notices are substituted for those published in the 
London Gazette of April 27. 
CorFIELD, THOMAS, Penn, Staffordshire, Butcher May 8 at 1t Off Rec, 8t 
Peter’s close, Wolverhampton 
Evans, JosePH H., Ware May 5 at 11.30 Ewen & Roberts, Outer Temple 
ADJUDICATIONS. 


— ~ ¥ Tuomas CHARLES, Guilford st, Valuer High Court Pet Apr 26 


Apr 26 
BAKER, THoMas, Cardiff, out of business Cardiff Pet Apr 23 Ord Apr 26 
Banks, WILLIAM, Nottingham, Insurance Agent Nottingham Pet Mar 29 Ord 


Apr 2 
BaTEMay, ROWLAND CHARLES, Walsall, Billiard Marker Walsall Pet Apr 26 


Ord Apr 26 
BAYLEY, ARTHUR H, address unknown, Medical Labeller High Court Pet 


Mar 26 Ord Apr 27 

BEARD, ELIZABETH JAMES, and CATHERINE ae, Hove, Boarding House 
Keepers Brighton Pet Apr 25 Ord Apr 

— GEORGE Hunt, Aldeburgh, Suffolk, Shine Ipswich Pet Apr27 Ord 


pr 
BERESFORD, CHARLES B Royal Exc! avenue, Insurance Agent h 
Court Pet Feb 16 Ord mpage —_ = 


Apr 27 
BROWNE, EDWARD Commercial rd East, Stationer High Court Pet 
March 22 


— Ra or, Wheatbotiom Orook, Durham, Cartman Durham Pet 
pr Ord April 
Cn, Sena, a — pr Bradford, Manufacturer Bradford Pet 
DP Ord Apr 
JaMEs, Hutton » 4 Hole, Yorks, Joiner Northallerton Pet April 26 


Ord April 27 

COUGHLAN, MICHAEL, eens, nr Lymington, Grocer Southampton Pet 
April 38 Ord Ag — 

— —— RIcHARD icester, Hop Merchant Leicester Pet April 6 Ord 

DAVIES, — Neath, Grocer Neath Pet April25 Ord April 2% 

Dawson, —— Bishop Auckland, Yeast Merchant Eurham Pet April 2 
Ord Ap’ 

Ems. SAMUEL, Stockwell green, Stockwell, Traveller to Printers High Court 
Pet March 29 Ord April 27 


FLEMING, J——— DANIEL, and JOHN Ween Fraser, Bradford, Stuff 
Merchants Bradford —— Ord A ¢ April 26 
High Court Pet April 25 Ord 


GERDES, — Bethnal Green rd, Gilder 

Apr 

— yaaa Westhoughton, Lancashire, Butcher Bolton Ord April 27 

D: 

HALLETT, SHACELETON, Hare ct, Temple, Barrister atlaw HighCourt Pet 
Novi7 Ord April 27 

, WILLIAM HOLpEN, Liverpool, Solicitor Liverpool Pet March27 Ord 


Ar 7 
HARMER, JOSIAH, Plumstead, Tailor Greenwich Pet April12 Ord April 25 
a SDXXV, Exeter, TheatricaljManager Exeter Pet April 26 
Hor, ALFRED CHARLES, Stanstead rd, Forest hill, Builder Greenwich Pet 
April 24 Ord April 27 
t HUTCHINS, Sanam JANE, St Mary Bourne, Hampshire, Butcher Salisbury Pet 
April 11 Ord April 26 
——— — PERKINS, Waterloo, Lancs, Engineer Liverpool Pet April 10 
Ap 
cm, — ogee, Buckinghamshire, Farmer Northampton Pet 
P 
*— sremont, Boot Maker Whitehaven Pet April 26 Ord 
1 
— — JOSEPH, Plymouth, Saddler East Stonehouse PetFeb27 Ord 
Lavoock, —— JouN, Hucknall Torkard, Jeweller Nottingham Pet April 26 
rd Ap 
a ee, Cambridgeshire, Farmer Cambridge Pet April 26 
Ap’ 
MILLINGTON, WILLIAM, Manchester, Provison Dealer Salford Pet April26 Ord 


Ap 
NEWTON, EDWARD, Leeds,Clerk Leeds Pet April 26 Ord April 26 
wou, 5 OHN WILSON, Ipswich, Wine Merchant Ipswich Pet Apr 27 Ord Apr 
OsnLow, AUGUSTUS PAUL eee, Askew rd, Shepherd’s Bush, Gent Wands- 
worth Pet Feb9 
PARKES, EDWARD WILLIAM, tu Baltes Hall ct, Solicitor High Court Pet Apr % 


PARRY, JOHN, Carnarvon, Butcher Bangor Pet Apr27 Ord Apr 27 

Peters, Rees, Aberystwith, Boot Maker Aberystwith Pet Apr5 Ord Apr 27 

— pene Mazcak, West Brighton, no occupation Brighton Pet Dec 
pr 


* , T., Jefferies sq, St Mary Axe High Court Pet Mar 18 Ord Apr 
—— WIIIAAX, Pembroke, Grocer Pembroke Dock Pet Apr2i Ord Apr 
SCATTERGOOD, ALBERT, —" Nottinghamshire, Lace Agent Nottingham 

Pet ‘April * Ord A 

ering ape ve, Stockwell, Attendant in House of Com- 
27 Ord April 27 


Suaw, WILLIAM Ri — 
mons High — Pet ae 
Wri, Bristol, Jeweller 


— 5 Bristol Pet April27 Ord 
UJ 
Sirs, ‘y, Rawmarsh, Yorks, Draper Sheffield Pet April10 Ord April 26 


— weet Hewey, Ludgershall, Wilts, Builder Salisbury Pet April 
woe, Witla, Peterborough, Builder Peterborough Pet April24 Ord 
— WILu1AM, Golborne, Lancashire, Draper Bolton Pet April 16 Ord 


Vem, EDWI, Cheltenham, out of business Cheltenham Pet April26 Ord 


ril 
Youna”” W: odwin 5 Forest Gate, Licensed Victualler High Court 
Pet Aprilis Ord amended ng 
The following of netioe is oes | fore oat published in the 


don Gazette of 
Dealer Wandsworth 








PizesTED, Henry, Wandsworth —— 
Pet March 23 Fandeworth 
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BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 


w.—On the 27th of April, at rye ,Gastene, Kensington, the wife of 


CKINSO 
— Dic Dickinson, barrister-at-law, of a daughte: 


GREGSON. — 19, at Southend, the wife of Frederic Gregson, solicitor, of a 


daughte 


The Subscription to the Soutcrrons’ Jounnan i¢—Town, 268. 64. ; 
Coun'sy, 288, 6d. ; with the Wasxty Rerorrar, 53e, Payment in ad- 
vane inc’s es Double Numbers and Postage. Subscribers 

their Voiumes bound at the office—clo’h, 20. 6d., half law calf, 5s. 6d. 


can have 























PERCIVAL. Apel 27, at Towcester, the wife of J. M. Percival, solicitor, of a CONTENTS. 
— wygee cosets Ai LAW SOCIETIES ....00.. sssee--seee 441 
‘AFFURTH.—April 20, at Bowdon, Cheshire, the wife of Henry Staffurth, bar- | UURRENT TOPIOS -.+- -.-+ Tay pocmert 
rister-atlaw, of a daughter me, eee ã ae 
LEeasEH ENFRANCHISEMENT ... 434 sseee covcceessescese 446 
G ril 26, Th I >a ke Gri edhe, to Atte — svenbonoesosert — e+ 435 | WINDING-UP —— — 46 
Mande, ‘daughter of aie Mumford, of Birmin; ‘ CORRESPONDENCE ----+--+s0re- --- 496 ——— DOESTES -cocecocccoce O5F 
— of the lake Tanah Lesheves, of edhadbene eee - - All letters intended Sf blication in the “ Solicitors’ Journal” must be 
ug 8 in ‘or pu n u 
Krrsopp—OaMIDGE.—April 26, H Ki , solicitor, to Margaret Catharine | 
daughter of Thomas Simpson Camidge, of — * authenticated by the name of the writer. 
FIRE ! !! BURGLARS!! EDE AND SON, London Gazette. 
’S _ as MAKERS 
Advertisements can be received at these Ofoes 
JOHN TANN ROBE ramen — — — — 2 2o — 
“ANCHOR RELIANCE” — 


= Ss 
FOR JEWELLERY, PLATE, DEEDS, BOOKS, &c. 


SOLICITURS’ DEED BOXES, 
FIRE RESISTING SAFES, £4 10s., £5 58.,and £8 5s, 


LISTS FREE. 


I] NEWGATE ST., LONDON, E.C. 


KNIGHT & CO.S LIST OF 
RECENT WORKS. 


rown 8vo, cloth, price 8s_6d., now ready. 
—* ———— 
tion and Explanatory Notes. Second Edition. 
By GEORGE CRISPE WHITELEY, M A. and 
FREDERIC JAMES LOWE, LL.M , Barristers-at- 


folio, p 
A — to the LOJAL GOVERN- 
MENT BILL (this week). ha / ALEX. GLEN, 
eA, tte. assisted by W. GORDON. M,A, 
R. C GLEN, M.A., LL. 4 * — BLACKWOOD 
B SGHr Barristers-at-Law 




















‘cap. folio, price 1 
N INDEX io the LOGAL LEX GLEN 
read L 
MA. ELBE ow wonty).d PAu EX. G. GLEN | 
—— M.A., we. Conta J "3,000 


wn 8vo, cloth, p 
HE ALLUTME NTS nor "1887, with 
Notes and an an Exhaustive Index (now ready). 


wn 8vo. cloth, price 
[THE OOAL y MINES REGULATION ACT, 


1887 (now ready). By R. FOSTER McSWIN- 
NEY, M.A., ot | LAD 8. BRISTOWE, A.A., 
Barristers-at- 





KNIGHT & CO., 90, Fleet-street, E.C. 


DEDICATED BY GRACIOUS PERMISSION TO HER 
THE QUEEN. 


INTERNATIONAL LAW, 
With Materials for a Code of International Law. 


By LEONE LEVI, 


Professor of Commercial Law in King's College, and 
Doctor of eaten Economy of the University of 





&c. 
Crown 8vo, 5s. 


(International Scientific Series.) 
London: KEGAN PAUL, TRENCH, & CO. 
[ue UNIUN oN COMPANY, 











CHARLES —— ial Esq., Chairman. 
Lewis H. Isaacs, Esq., M.P., Deyuty-Chaiiman. 
‘this ¢ oom — prepared to receive from Uom- 
— for the undermentioned 

will bear the strictest in- 
Vestigation :— 


‘Lhe Public Issue of Debentures or Share Capital ; 
nuerwriting and Subscribing for New Issues; the 
Advance of Money Secured ou Approved Assets. 
— Stock brok: — * —— would 
Jompany medium for the papas 6 
out the Siekes of clients desirous of obtuin- 
ans on the lines above indicated. 
Troposals promptly dealt, with, 


il, ni Helen’s-place, 33 — gt London Bo. 


APPOINTMENT, 
To Her M Chancellor, the Whole of 
the Tedtaal erty, the Lard Corporation of ‘London, & &c. 


ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 


—_— SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. * 
f 
Ww eer ye Pogue, © ‘own Clerks, 
CORPORATION — UNIVERSITY AND CLERGY GOWNS. 
‘ABLISHED 1689. 


94 CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 
ORPORATION OF BURY: 


Wanted, as Town Clerk for the Borough, a duly 
qualified Solicitor, who will be required to —— his 
whole time —— the duties of the office. . 
per anni —— . will provi . 
Pequisite Of Offices and Clerks. Particulars of the duties 
may be obtained on application. 

Applications, stating age, qualifications, and ex- 

mee, with copies of recent testimonials, must be 
sent in, ad to the Mayorand endorsed “ Town 
ae on or before + amma the 16th day of May 


order, 
SEP. J. THORP, toma Clerk. 
_ Corporation Offices, . Bury, : Srd May, 1888, 


PKKEEHULD GKUUNW-KENIS Wanted 
fora Large Fund; good gear A roperty not 
objected to; solicitors or owners,—A adress, in first 
instance, FREEHOLD, care of * Solicitors’ Journal” 
Office, 27, Chancery-lane, W.C. 
hag SOLICITUBS, — £3,000 required to 
Finance a sound Building Scheme in centre of a 
—— suburb, “aad which there are tenants and 
rchasers wai Address, BUILDER, at Horn- 
bastle” 8, 61, Cheap: e, E.C. 


AW.—Articied Cirkabap.—Veeaney 
old Lincoln’s-ian Office; reasona’ premium. 
pan WG. LEx, care of Warner, 1l, Bell nasa Ton Temple- 
AW.—NSolicitor (25, Admitied 1886) re- 
quires Conveyancing Clerkship in old-estab- 
lished office or one of connection ; with or with- 
Dh view to | countey, or town i high est 
P isoticito ’ Journal” Ottice, 
om ‘Gheneure lens, I | Ww. 8* 

AW.--A thoroughly: experienced Convey- 

















; anciog and General * rk (admitted) 
of several years’ experience 
scouspomed to act amt advise withous suecrviden, 


—e—— ersed in duties of Justice’ Cor 
8 Registrar, aed. other public — —— | Lodge 
expenienced —2—— —— highest 
salary x... —B. E., care J Messrs. 
py A oe yo 
r } BULLOLTORS ana res eg 
a Ww Lo 
& 5* =e mel lo — -up Son, 
ork) ; gy eg 
Address, M, L., 62, Norfolk- cated; highent references 
aU PARENTS aua GUARDIANS. —A 
Gentleman's Son of good education and intelli- 
gence could be received as Articled Pupil ia the office 


uf a Chartered Accountant in good practice ; premium 
required. me ALY B. —E——— 
market-street, U: std ae 








ESSRS. SLADDEN, Wi. x 


SON te and the Sale 
— — — 
— and ———— and first-class Whule- 


ufacturing Businesses u —— 
payable by Vendors. Exchanges te ‘ected. 
fq\nk SULLIELY of AUVUUNLAN Is aan 


AUUSSOES. Incorporated 1885.) The Fellow 
Associates of ractice ia all all parte of 





tants.” — GOS and infor- 
mation may be obtained to the 
order of the 
AMES MARTIN, F.8.8., 8 
Offices: 4, King-street, Cheapside, London, E.C. 





oo cam | 


Mondays and Thursdays. 


COVERNMENT EXPEDITION FEES 
(ON LATE ADVERTISEMENTS). 





Mondays and Thursdays .. to 4.15 p.m. 
a and Fridays .. «. 4» 11.15 = 108 
” oo os op ©=©6 1615 p.m, 208, 





REYNELL & SON, 


“*London Gazette’? and General Advertising 
Contractors, 


44, CHANCERY LANE, w.c. 
(Opposite Lincoln's Inn Gateway). 
_ESTABLISHED BY THE LATE GEO. REYNELL IN 1812. 








F ATE, AND A 
EXAMINATIONS. La 
£10 10s. FOR A Pass, INCLUDING 

a | Pur PILS caa joia Mr. BEDFORD'S On S Ciasses 

time, and continue reading until they 

for the above fee; Honours 

included.—Address, 9, King’s Bench-walk, 
Temple, E.C._ 


M+, I. B, NAPIER, LL.D. "lat aor 








RESULTS IN 1887. 
SoKeitore’ Fina LTS TM, 
ALL sent up for Solicitors’ nary, Inter- 
—e LL.B., passed, 
, 1888.—4 sent up, 4 passed. 


— sent 
Ditenvi “OPFIOES (Vid-estsblished). 





and all cassce of ANGU 8 *5 
porienood Maie and Female Detectives. 
G. TRAcE (late Metropoli 


Police), 9. —J street, Strand, 
1’ you Want money without rees—amounts 


— see Mr, 
if peselble, 48. Great Tower- 
WHITTINGLUON LIFE 


ASSURANCE OOMPANY. 
58, MOORGATE STREET, LONDON, E.O. 











[ae 


4 


CHAIRMAN 3 
Mr, ALDERMAN SAUNDERS, J.P. 
Total Claims commencement to the 3ist 
Docema bet am gy FOUR HUNDRED AND 


OUBAND D POUNI Ds. 
LontvRED T. BOWSER, Manager. 








— 





CLAPHAM PARK, 8.W. 
By order of the Executors of Edward Boustead, Esq.. 
—One of these well-known Properties, of 
inctive character and possessing all the attrac- 
tions of a country residence, within three-quarters 
of an hour’s drive of the City. It comprises about 





97 acres, and for about 39 years —— has been in the | 
1 


pation of the late Edward Boustead, Esq., who 
from time to time has made considerable outlay in 
additions and improvements, rendering the prop- 
‘oct as an abode fora banker or merchant. 
Cubitt-built mansion, well situate and ap- 
proached by a carriage-drive from the Clarence- 
road, is entered by a large enclosed portico, and 
contains 12 bed and dressing rooms, with bath 
zoom, and boudoir on the two upper floors, 
reached by two staircases, spacious drawing room, 
dining room. and library on the ground floor, and 
complete domestic offices and cellarage ; excellent 
stabling for five horses, fitted in a costly manner, 
vith apartments for coacbman and groom. Ad- 
joining the house are three large viueries, and in 
addition to the charmingly-timbered ornamental 
leasure grounds is an extensive and well-stocked 
itchen garden, with ranges of pits, tool house, 
ard and outbuildings, including cow-houses loose 
xes, and poultry sheds, and an enclosure of mea- 
dow, belted by finely-grown trees and shrubbery. 
MESs. FAREBROTHER, ELLIS, 
CLARK, & CO. have been favoured with in- 
structions to OF FER for SALE by AUCTION, on 
WEDNESDAY, 16th MAY, 1888, at TWO o’clock 
recisely, the GROUND LEASE of the above 
eligible RESIDENTIAL PROPERTY, known as 
No. 1, Clarence-road, baving about 36 years to ron, 
at €56 10s. r annum ground-rent, with possession 
on completion. 

May be viewed by cards, and particulars and con- 
ditions of sale obtained of Messrs. F. Wickings 
Smith, & Son, Solicitors, 93, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, 
‘W.C. ; and of Messrs. Farebrother, Ellis, Clark, & 
Co., 49, Fleet-street, Temple Bar, and 18, Old Broad- 
street, E.0. Pte w 
By order of the ‘Trustee and Executor, on the division 

of the Estate.— fhoroughly safe Investments, aris- 

ing out of Five valuable Freehold Residences, three 
of which are detached, with large gardens, and 
most desirably situated at Brixton-hill, known re- 

—— as Rosendale-lodge, Brandon-icdge, 

lie, and Nos. 10 and 11, Claremont-villas, a'} 
let to first-class tenants, upon leases for various 
unexpired terms, at moderate rente, amounting in 
the aggregate to £485 per annum ; alsoa Freehold 

House, No. 61, Lansdowne-place, Brighton, let also 

upon lease fur 21 years from 1875 at £100 per an: um ; 

and the Leasehold Dwelling-house situate No. 47, 

Upper Baker-street, Marylebone-rvad, W., held for 

933 years from 1807, at £12 128. ground-rent, and un- 

derleased for 21 years from }876 at £90 per annum. 
MES. FAREBROTHER, ELLis, 

OLARK. & COQ. will OFFER for SALE by 
AUCTION, at the MART, City, on THURSDAY, 
Sist MAY, 1888, at TWO o’clcck, in Seven Lots, the 
above eligible FREEHOLD and LEASEHOLD 
PROPERTIES, forming investments of the soundest 
character fur trus‘ees and capitalists. 

Particulars of sale may be obtained of Messrs. 
Sewell & Edwards, Svliciturs, 25, Old Broad-street, 
E.0.; at the Mart, E.C.; and of Messrs Fare- 
brother, Ellis, Clark, & Co., 29, Fieet-street, Temple 
Bar, and 18, Old Broad-street, E C. 

By order of the Executors of R. A. Cosier, Esq., 
deeased. - On the Banks of the Thames at Henley. 





~~! cans Freehold Property, known as 
‘Lhamnesfield, delightfully situatedin this fayoured 

Pi sition, a few minutes’ walk from Henley Kail- 

way Station, and comprising a most attractive 

residence, placed sv as to command lovely views 
of the t es and the surrounding wooded 
scenery, including the estates of the Right Hon. 

W. B. Smith and John Noble, Esq., in the midst 

of beautifully laid out grounds, with lawns sloping 

to the river, on which there is a boathouse, ana 
approached by a lodge eutiance and caniage 
diye. The house contains 18 bed and dressing 
300ms, day and night nurseries, bath room, dining, 

wing, morning, and billiard rooms, spacious 
hali and coridor, and ample domestic offices 
all admirably planned. The stabling, within 

@ yard partly covered by a glazed rvot 

comprises seven stalls aud two boxes, with 

Cimplete  appuitenances, accommodation tv 

men, and out-oftices. There is a wal'ed-iu 

kitchen garden of about an ac:e, with vine. ics, 
= and melon houses ia excellent order, large 

wn tenvia ground and flower garden; small mode. 
fermery, with accommodation for 12 cows, pheasan- 
tres and fowl huuses, buibff’s cottage and three 
labourers’ cuttager, te gether with thiee paddocks, 

the whole containing about cight acres, possessi 1 

«f which will be given on completion of the pur- 

Chase. 31 acres of additional meadow Jand are he!d 

by tie vendors on a yearly tenancy, and may be 

rinted by a purchaser if desired. - f 
i. FAREBKU'Ir EB, ELLIS, 

CLARK, & CO. have received instructions to 
UFcER tor SALE by AUCTION, at the MART. 
Tokenkouse-yerd, E.U., on WEDNESDAY, 6th 
JUNE, 1888, the above-desaibed singularly choice 
RESIVENTIAL ESTATE. 

Particulars of sale may be had of Messrs. Bak¢r, 
Folder, & Upperton, Solicitors, 52, Liucoln’s-inn- 
fields W.0.; of Messrs. Arber, Kutter, & Waghurv, 
Estate Agente, 105, Mount-street, Berkeley-square, 
W.; atthe Red Lion Hotel, Henley-on Thames; ar 
the Auction Mart, B.C.; ahd uf Messrs. Farebrother. 
Ellis, Clark, & Co , 29, Ficet street, Temple Bar, ard 
18, Old Broad-street, E.O, 


| At the 


| 
| 
| 





THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


May 5, 1888. 








Sth, at TWO o’clock, 


ME SSRS. EDWIN FOX & BOUSFIELD 
will SELL the folowing PROPERTIES :— 
FREEHOLD GROUND-RENTS, amounting to 

£3,1768s. 1d. perannum, arising from capital warehouse 

property, in the City of London, in and near Alders- 
ate and Fore-streets. Innumerous Lots.—Vendo!s’ 

Solicitors, Messrs. Chapple, Welch, & Chaprle. 25, 

Carter-lane, Doctors’-commons, E.C,; Messrs. Charles 

& Tubbs, Surveyors, 17 and 18, Basinghall-street. E.C. 
CITY OF LONDON.—Freeho!d Warehouse Prop- 

erty, for investment, being Nos. 19 and 20, Dufferin- 

street. Buvhill-row, covering an area of about 1,400ft. 

Let at £250 per annum, but possession can be bad if 

desired.—Vendor’s Solicitors, Messrs. Syms & Son, 7, 

Furnival’s-inn, E.C. 

LIFE INTEREST of a gentleman, aged 46, ina 
moiety of the annual income of £117 4s. The Rever- 
sionary Interest of a testator, now or late consisting 
of £12,166 14s. 2d. Reduced Three per Cent. Annuities ; 
also Four Policies of Assurance for £2,500.—Vendors 
Solicitors. Messrs. Day & Son, 28, Great George- 
street, 8.W.; and Messrs, Ivens & Morton, Kidder- 


minster. 

ABSOLUTE KEVERSION to ONE-FIFTH of 
a SUM of £40,000 CONSOLS, in Court, receivable 
on the death of a gentleman, aged 83 yu free from 
legacy duty.—Vendor’s Solicitors, Messrs. Lee & 
Pt mbertons, 44, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, W.C. 

No. 99, Gresham-street, Bank, E.C. 


GREEN LANES, STAMFORD HILL, N. 


To Land Societies, Capitalists, Builders, and others, 
—About 66 acres of valuable Freehold Building 
Land, ripe for immediate development and suit- 
able for division or the creation of ground-rents. 


\ R. NICKERSON is instructed to SELL 
F by AUCTION, at_ the MART, Tokenhouse- 
yard, on TUESDAY, MAY 29, at TWELVE for ONE 
o’clock, in Three Lots, the ST. JOHN’S LODGE 
ESTATE, comprising about ¢6 acres of valuable 
freehold Building Land, with important frontages 
to the Green-lanes and St. Ann’s-road of 2,500ft. ; the 
Harringay Park Station adjoins the estate, and five 
other stations are within a few minutes’ walk, and 
tram cars pass the property ; together with the de- 
sirable Modern Residence, known as St. John’s 
Lodge, with detached stabling in the grounds, 

Particulars, with plan and conditions of sale, may 
shoi tly be had at the Mart; of Messrs, Whitakers & 
Wovlbert, Solicitors, 12, Lincoln’s-inn-fields; and at 
the Auctioneer’s Oftices, 121, Cheapside, EC. 


Valuable Reversion to the Jodrell Estates extending 
to about 6,035 acres, in Norfols, Derby, and Oxford, 
with a rent-roll of £9,373 per annum, and funds in 
Court receivable on the decease of a lady, aged 67, 
providing a lady in ber 88th year (who is insurable 
at the ordinary rates) survives her. 


\f4 ESSRS. H. E. FOSTER & CRANFIELD 
a (successors to Marsh, Milner, & Langton) are 
instructed to SELL by AUCTION, at the MART, 
t.ondon, E.C.,on WEDNESDAY, MAY 16, 1688 (in- 
stead of MAY 8rd, asa previously advertised), at TWO 
v’clock, the valuable and importaut REVERSION to 
the JODRELL ESTATES, comprising 4,039 acres in 
Nortolk: 499 acres in Derbyshire; 1,497 acres or 
thercabouts in Oxfordshire, and numerous manors 
and manoiial rights, with a rent-roH of £9,373 per 
enoum; also the following Investments. standing in 
Cowit under the Settled Land Ac’s:—£6,671 0s. 64. 
Bank Stock, £700 Reduced Three per Cents., and 
£58 15s. 1d. cash, 

Particulars of Messrs. P. Collings & Co., Solicitors, 
19, huckingham-street, Strand, W.U.; and of the 
Auctioneers, 6, Poultry, London, E.C, 


SALES BY AUCTION FOR THE YEAR 1883, 


\ ESSES. DEBENHAM, TEWSON, 
A FARMER, & BRIDGEWATER beg to announce 
nat their SALES of LANDED ESTATES, Investments, 
cown, Suburban, and Country Houses, Business Premises, 
Building Laud, Ground-rents, Advowsons, Reversions, 
stocks, Shares, and other Properties, will be held at the 
Auction Mart, Tokenhouse-yard, near the Bank of Eng- 
land, in the City of Lonéorz, as follows -- 
isues., May 8 Tues., July 3 Tues., Aug 21 
lues., May 15 Tues., July 10 Tues., Aug 23 
Tues., May 29 Tues., July 17 ‘Tues., Oct 9 
Tues , June 5 Tues., July 24 Tues , Oct 23 
lucs., June 12 Tues., July 31 Tues., Nov 6 
iues., June 19 Tues., Aug 7 Tues., Nov 20 
Tues., June 26 Tues., Aug 14 Tues,, Dec 11 
Auctions can also be held on other days. In order to 
insure proper publicity, due notice should be given. 
I'he period between such notice and the proposed auc- 
ton inust considerably depend upon the nature of the 
property to be sold. A printed scale of terms cin be 
_ Le 80, Cheapside, or will be forwarded. Telephone 
No. 1,503, 


KSSRS. DEBENHAM, TEWSON, 
JV FARMER, & BRIDGEWATER’S LIST ot 
sSTATES and HOUSES to be SOLD or LET, including 
vanded Estates, Town and Country Residences, Hunting 
and Shooting Quarters, Farms, Ground Rents, Reut 
Jharges, House Property and Investments generally, ir 
published on the first day of each month, and may be 
ybtained, free of charge, at their offices, 80, Cheapside, 
&.C., or will be sent by rost in return for three stamps.— 
Particulars for inserticc should be received not later thar 
sCul Guyr previour LO tne & 4a Cl LUG preceulug Wilt, 





MART, on WEDNESDAY NEXT, MAY} 





1,669. Telegraphic address, ‘‘ Akaber, 
on.”’—Sales for the Year 1888, 
ESSRS. BAKER & SONS beg to an- 
nounce that their SALES of LANDED ES. 
TATES, Investments, Town, Suburban, and Country 
Houses, Business Premises, Building Land, Ground 
Rents, Reversions, Shares, and other Properties, will 
be held at the Mart, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C., as 
follows :— 
Friday, May 18 Friday, Oct 12 
Friday, May 25 Friday, Oct 26 
Friday, June 8 Friday, Nov 9 
Friday, June 22 Friday, Nov 23 
Friday, June 29 | Friday, Sept 7 Friday, Dec 7 
Friday, July 6 Frilay, Sept 21 
Auctions can be held on days besides those above 
specified.— No. 11, Queen Victoria-street, E.C. 


R. B. A. REEVES, LAND AGENT and 
SURVEYOR, LONSDALE CHAMBERS, 27 
CHANCERY LANE, is prepared to conduct Sales of 
Freehold and Leasehold Properties by Auction o 
moderate terms. The Management of Property ant 
Collection of Rents undertaken. 


ESIDENTIAL CHAMBERS to be LET 

in Lincoln’s-inn-flelds, fitted with every con- 

venience; bath room (bot and cold water) ; key and 

use of square; splendid situation; moderate rent.— 

Apply to the Attendant, on the premises, 3 and 4, 

Lincoln’s-inn-fields; or at the Collector’s Office, ia 
the Hall of 63, Chancery-lane. 


INCOLN’S-INN.FIELDS.—A Fine Pair 

of large Front Rooms, on the ground floor, to be 

Let. Suitable for solicitors, barristers, law stationers, 

and firms desiring to be near the Law Courts; splen- 

did situation ; moderate — to Attendant, 

on the Premises, 3 and 4. Lincoln’s-inn-fields; or at 

the Collector’s Office, in the Hall of 63 and 64, Chan- 
cery-lane. 


FFICES to be LET.— Some splendid 
Rooms in a fine building close to the Law 
Courts, the Patent Office, and the Uhancery-lane 
Safe Deposit; lighted by electric light, and with 
every convenience ; moderate rent; well suited fora 
solicitor, law stationer, or patent — at 
the Collector’s Office, in the Hall of 63 and 64, Chan- 
cery- lane. etd 


FFICES and CHAMBERS. — Lofty 

and Well-lighted Offices and Chambers to be 

Let at Lonsdale Chambers, No. 27. Chancery-lane 

(opposite the New Law Courts). Also large, well- 

furnished Rooms for Meetings, Arbitrations, &c.-- 

Apply to Messrs. Launpy & Co.. Chartered Account- 
ants. on the premises 


Telephone No, 
Lond 


| Friday, July 13 
| Friday, July 20 
Friday, Aug 3 
Friday, Aug 17 





TW¥O SOLICITORS REMOVING.— High- 

class professional Chambers to Let at 63, Lin- 
coln’s-inn-fields, an absolutely fire-proof, sanitary, 
and well-lighted building ; strong rooms, hydraulie 
safety lift. warmed corridors, speaking tubes, hall 
porter, and resident housskeeper ; may be viewed at 
any time. 


URNISHED CHAMBERS, Danes-inn ; 

rent £65, and the ne*-rly new Furniture to be 

Sold; also, suita of Chambers tu be Let, Furnished. — 
Apply to Moss & JAMESON, 77, Chancery-lane, W.C. 


AW UNION FIRE and LIFE INSU- 
RANCE COMPANY. 
ESTABLISHED IN THE YEAR 1854. 
The only Law Insurance Office in the United Kingdom 
which transacts both Fire and Life Insurance Busi- 
ness. 


Chi2i Office— 

216, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, W.C. 
The Funds in hand and Capital Subscribed exceed 
the sum of £1,900,000 sterling. 
Chairman—J AMES CUDDON, Esq., of the Middle 
Temple Barrister-at-Law. 
Deputy-Chairman—OHARLES PEMBERTON, Esq. (Lee 
& Pe:nbertons), Solicitor, 44, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, 

The 1irectors invite attention to the New Form of 
Life Policy, which is free trom all conditions. 

Policies of Insurance granted against the contin- 
gency of Issue at moderate rates of Premium. 

The Company ADVANCES Money on Mortgage or 
Life Interests and Reversions, whether absolute or 
contingent. 

The Company also purchases Reversions. 

Prospectuses, copies of the Directors’ Report and 
Annual Balance Sheet, and every information, sent 
post-free on — to 

FRANK McGEDY, Actuary and Secretary. — 


OKTHERN ASSU! 
N 4 





ASSURANCE COMPANY, 
Established 1836, 


Lonpon; 1, Moorgaté-street, B.C, 
Union-terrace. 
INCOME & FUNDS (1886) :— 
Fire Premiums . vos £582,000 
Lite Premiums .., eve 198,000 


[nverest... ee: oe 13 1,000 
Ac-umutated Funds ee £4,297.000 
= — malts esi 


pmrbeian FIRE INSURANUZ Uva! 
PANY 


Established 1803. 

1, Old Broad-street, E.C., and 22, Pali Mall, 8.W. 
Subscribed Capital, £1,200,000; Paid-up, £300,000 
Total Invested Funds over £1,600,000. 

E. COZENS sMITH, 
Geceral Manager, 


ABERDEEN, 
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